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children from our Federal life-support
system would be the most ‘‘regressive
and brutal act of social policy since Re-
construction.’’

Think of what it means for our cities.
Remember, not all these children will
be 4 months old or 4 years old. Many
will be 14 years old. In 5 years’ time,
you will not recognize Detroit, Los An-
geles, New York. These are cities where
a majority of births are out of wedlock.
The average for our largest 50 cities is
48.0 percent.

What is going on is a profound social
change which we do not understand,
just as we could not comprehend the
problem of unemployment in the first
part of this century, and ended with
the crisis of the world depression,
which almost destroyed democracy. It
was a very close thing. Now, we are
putting the viability of our own social
system at risk.

This year the National Center for
Health Statistics reported that the
nonmarital, out-of-wedlock ratio of
births in the United States has now
reached one-third, 32.6 percent. That
was for 1994, so it is a third today. In
Detroit, that number is 75.3 percent; in
Los Angeles, it is 50.1 percent; in New
York City, 52.3 percent; in Chicago, 56
percent; in New Orleans, 64 percent. I
think Detroit and New Orleans are
probably the highest. No society in his-
tory has ever encountered this prob-
lem. These numbers a half century ago
were 4 percent. New York City, 4 per-
cent half a century ago, 52 percent
today; Manhattan, 54 percent.

Nobody understands. Something like
this is going on in Britain, in Canada,
in France, in Germany. We are under-
going an enormous social change which
we do not understand. Although it does
not happen at all in Japan. Ratios were
1 percent in 1940 and 1 percent today.

Yet, we are acting as if we do under-
stand. The basic model of this problem
in the minds of most legislators, and
most persons in the administration, is
that since we first had welfare and we
then got illegitimacy, it must be that
welfare caused illegitimacy. And they
may be right. I do not know. But nei-
ther do they.

I have stood on this floor and argued
for the Family Support Act, which one
Senator after another invokes as a
measure that works, getting people out
of dependency, into jobs. It could con-
tinue to work. But not this sharp cut-
off—bang, 2 years, you are off; 5 years,
you are off forever. That invites the
kind of calamity which it may be we
are going to have to experience in
order to come to our senses.

I said on the floor last September
that we will have children sleeping on
grates if this becomes law. I repeat
that today. I hope I shall have been
proved wrong. I hope.

We will have a chance to track it. In
the Social Security Act Amendments
of 1994, I was able to include a small,
but significant, provision to try to get
us some accumulation of information
and then perhaps theoretical knowl-

edge about this situation. We enacted
the Welfare Indicators Act of 1994. It
requires the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to start producing an
annual report based on the Economic
Report of the President, which derives
from the Employment Act of 1946.

We will have the first interim report
due October 31 of this year. It takes a
long time for these institutions, if I
can use that word, to mature, but we
will have documentation of what this
legislation did. We will know, unless
we are reduced to concealing the truth,
which we are getting very close to in
this debate. Administration officials
saying, when asked for the report,
‘‘There is no report’’; when the report
is published saying, ‘‘Well, I guess
there was a report’’; then saying, ‘‘No
more reports.’’ We are standing here on
the Senate floor with no report from
the administration. Shame.

One of the comments I have made
throughout this debate, over the last
year and a half, is that it has been con-
servative social analysts who have
been most wary of what we are doing.
They have consistently warned us that
we do not know enough to do this.
They have asked us to be conservatives
and not take this radical step, putting
at risk the lives of children in a way we
have never done.

After we allowed a system to develop
in which children are supported in this
manner, to suddenly stop that support
based on some very vague notion of
human behavior—that if you are going
to suffer awful consequences, you will
change your behavior. We will be mak-
ing cruelty to children an instrument
of social policy. Lawrence Mead of
NYU said you don’t know enough to do
this. Lawrence Mead, no liberal he; a
career telling the liberals they were
letting this situation get out of hand.

But 52 percent of the children born in
the city of New York are to a single
parent. John J. Dillulio, Jr., at Prince-
ton saying, ‘‘Conservatives should
know better than to take such risks
with the lives of children.’’

And then George F. Will. George Will
of unequaled authority as a commenta-
tor on the difficulty of social change
and the care with which it is to be ad-
dressed. He wrote of the vote last Sep-
tember:

As the welfare debate begins to boil, the
place to begin is with an elemental fact: No
child in America asked to be here. No child
is going to be spiritually improved by being
collateral damage in a bombardment of
severities targeted at adults who may or
may not deserve more severe treatment from
the welfare state.

I end on that proposition. No child in
America asked to be here. Why, then,
are we determined to punish them?

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how

much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico has approxi-
mately 36 minutes remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 15 minutes to
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank the chairman.
f

EXPRESSING CONDOLENCES TO
PEOPLE OF MONTOURSVILLE, PA

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, be-
fore I speak about the welfare bill, I
just want to express my condolences to
the people of Montoursville, PA. As
many of you know, the crash of TWA
Flight 800 included French students
from that high school in Montoursville,
along with five chaperones.

I talked with some people in
Montoursville today. To say the people
are shocked and overwhelmed does not
quite, I think, relay the feelings that
are going through that small town in
north central Pennsylvania, near Wil-
liamsport, PA.

Senator SPECTER and I have pledged
to do all we can to aid the people of
that community in getting information
that is necessary to begin the healing
process, which is a very difficult one.
We will do whatever we can to assist
them in that process. Obviously, we
will be vigilant in making sure the U.S.
Government follows up and makes a
thorough investigation of this and to
the cause of this accident, hopefully
accident.
f

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY,
WORK OPPORTUNITY, AND MED-
ICAID RESTRUCTURING ACT OF
1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, let
me move on to the issue before us of
welfare reform. It is never easy to fol-
low the Senator from New York when
talking about this issue, because there
is no one on the Senate floor who
knows more about this issue than the
Senator from New York. But I was
struck by one of the comments he
made. I felt compelled to respond to
that comment, when he made the com-
ment that the bill before us invites ca-
lamity. I am quoting him. He used the
term ‘‘invites calamity.’’

I found it odd that he used the term,
that the bill before us invites calamity,
right after a very eloquent and fact-
filled dissertation on the calamity that
has been created by this welfare sys-
tem, that calamity of illegitimacy in
our civilization.

He suggested there is no solution, at
least we do not know the solution, and,
therefore, we should not try anything.
I assume that is the conclusion. Since
we are not absolutely sure what causes
illegitimacy, then we should not even
attempt to bring it up since we do not
have the answer.

I suggest that the Senator from New
York should have been here in the
1960’s when in fact we did not know the
solution for poverty but we went ahead
and tried the Great Society programs
anyway. We went ahead not knowing
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what the answers would be, and for the
last 30 years, in my opinion, ignoring—
ignoring—the results of the Great Soci-
ety programs, the welfare component
of the Great Society programs in par-
ticular.

So if we are going to talk about not
knowing what the future holds with
the bill before us, then let us talk
about not knowing back in the 1960’s
what the welfare state that we created
would do, and now refusing to change
it, when we know it has created the ca-
lamity that the Senator from New
York eloquently described. He only de-
scribed, in my opinion, one element of
that calamity.

Oh, it is a very serious one—illegit-
imacy. I suggest it may be the great
social ill that can be the cancer within
to destroy this civilization. So I think
he does highlight a most important
issue. It is one that we attempt to ad-
dress in this bill, which I suggest we
attempt to address in a very modest
way. We have not gone out with a right
wing extreme agenda, whatever that is,
to deal with this issue.

We have taken steps like saying that
people who are on welfare, if they want
to have more children, they should not
necessarily get more money for having
more children out of wedlock. The
States can enact a law under our bill to
pay them money if they want. But the
presumption is that if you are on
AFDC and you are not married, and
you are receiving benefits and you have
additional children, you are not auto-
matically going to get a pay raise.

The second thing we do is we look at
mothers who have children out of wed-
lock and do not cooperate with the
Government in telling us who the fa-
ther is. One might suggest that that
probably is not a very likely occur-
rence. The fact of the matter is, having
visited many agencies in my State that
deal with this problem, that is a very
common occurrence for a variety of
reasons.

The most common reason is because
usually there is a relationship between
mom and the boyfriend. Mom does not
want to jeopardize that relationship by
giving the boyfriend a legal respon-
sibility for the child. The Government
is willing to pay. Why rely on a tenu-
ous relationship, sometimes, between
the boyfriend and the mom, to track
down someone who may not have regu-
lar work to provide for that, when you
have a Government who is going to
consistently provide for that child?
You may even work out something
that has been told to me on many occa-
sions, where the Government provides,
and under the table the real dad pro-
vides some money, too.

It works out best for everybody ex-
cept for the fact that the child is with-
out a father. That is a little glitch that
somehow gets glossed over. Like it or
not, in our society—I know some do
not believe it—but I think fathers are
important. I think we need mothers
and fathers to raise children.

I happen to believe one of the big
problems in our society of youth vio-

lence among young males is because we
do not have fathers in the household.
They do not have the example of a fa-
ther to help guide them through the
very difficult time of growing up.

Yes, we do some things that are
untested. Sure, they are untested,
granted. We do not know whether mak-
ing mom cooperate with authorities,
forcing the mother to give us the name
of the father—sanction her if she does
not—will in fact help. We do not know.
But, my God, we should start trying.

We cannot turn our back and say,
just because we do not know, we should
not try. Donna Shalala says, Well, you
know, there may be people who fall off
welfare because they did not cooperate,
and that is a tragedy for the children.
What the tragedy for the children is is
they have no father. That is a tragedy.
We run around and we hide behind chil-
dren. The liberals hide behind children,
when it is the children who are hurt
the worst by this system that does not
care. It is not loving and compas-
sionate. Passing out a check behind a
bulletproof window in a welfare office
is not compassion, is not how we solve
problems in this society when it comes
to the poor.

We give States a bonus if they reduce
their illegitimacy rate. So we provide
an economic incentive for States to
begin to try things to help reduce the
number of illegitimate children. And
they cannot do it through abortion.

That is illegitimacy. That is only one
of the calamities that we now have as
a result of this system.

How many people believe that, in the
last 30 years, as a result of the welfare
state, the neighborhoods in which peo-
ple on welfare reside are safer, that
crime is less, that the values of the
people who are on welfare in second
and third generations are better than
they were before? If you want to look
into the eyes of those values, look into
the eyes of the senseless and indis-
criminate juvenile crime that we see in
our society, the lack of values between
right and wrong, the lack of respect for
human life in our society.

Drugs. Are there less drugs? Are
drugs less of a problem in these com-
munities than they were 30 years ago?
Is education better in these commu-
nities than it was 30 years ago? Is the
family structure better than it was 30
years ago? Oh, what progress we have
made, what a system we should defend.
And, oh, we dare not try anything that
is untested. I would agree with the
Senator, maybe he is right, maybe we
should not try anything that is
untested, because the last time we
tried something that was untested, we
got a horrible result. But the problem
is, we are stuck with that system right
now. We must—we must—face that and
change that.

Here is how we change it. As I said
before, we deal with the issue of illegit-
imacy and in a modest way—I have to
repeat that—in a very modest way.

Secondly, what we say is that we are
going to require people who are able-

bodied to work. I talked about the val-
ues in communities. One of the most
important values that you can pass on
to your children is a work ethic. You
can pass it on by talking about it. But
you parents know you can tell your
children all sorts of things—I have
three children; I tell them lots of
things—but they are more interested in
watching you and seeing what you do
and following your example.

How many times do you catch your
kids saying things that you say, and
you say, ‘‘Gosh, do I say that that
much that they actually pick it up?’’ I
tell them not to say it, but they say it,
so I guess I do, too. I do this, so they
do it, too. Work is one of those things.
The most important thing for eco-
nomic success for children is to have a
mom and a dad—or mom or dad—go to
work every day. So we require work be-
cause we think that is a value that is
important for people to exit poverty.

I am not interested in taking care of
people on poverty as the solution to
poverty. My solution to poverty is to
get people out of poverty. That is how
we should measure a successful sys-
tem—not how many children we take
care of—by how many families are no
longer needed to be on the system.
That, to me, is a successful poverty
program, not going around looking and
saying, ‘‘Look at all the people we have
on welfare and we are taking care of all
these people now.’’ I have not met very
many people on welfare who tell me
that life on welfare is a lot of fun or is
what they desire for their life. Why
should it be the goal of the Govern-
ment to put people or to capture people
in a system which they do not want to
be in, and which the public resents pay-
ing for, because it is a dead end? That
is not a solution.

Our goal is to get people to work and
to self-sufficiency, to instill the values
that make America great. So, yes,
after 2 years we require work. For 2
years the State, through this bill, will
have resources available for education,
for training, for searching jobs. There
are a lot of people who get on welfare,
are job-ready, and there are some that
cannot, they need their GED, to get
some training, it takes time. Some
people take more than 2 years.

The Senator from New York said we
are going to put these rigid time limits
on people of 2 years, and after 5 years
no more benefits. The Senator from
New York knows very well within this
bill there is what is called a hardship
exception. What the State can do is ex-
empt 20 percent, 20 percent of the peo-
ple in this program from the time
limit. The time-limited program only
applies to 50 percent of all the people in
the program. That is not for 7 years. It
starts out at 25 percent of the people.

I know it is a lot of numbers, but let
me suggest there is lots of flexibility
here for hard cases, for people who are
really trying, and just cannot seem to
find a job. We understand that happens.
We understand it happens in a lot of
urban areas and rural areas where un-
employment is scarce. We provide an
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exception, but it is an exception to the
rule. Sometimes it is important to es-
tablish a rule, an expectation of what
we desire out of everyone. Set the bar
a little higher. Instead of just saying
you are all incapable of providing for
yourself, so we will provide for you.

I ask the Senator from New Mexico
for 3 additional minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 3 additional
minutes to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. It is important to
set that standard. We set that stand-
ard. We do it with the understanding
that we know not everybody can meet
that standard. We give the States and
the communities, and, I hope, and the
Governors assure me, this is not going
to be just one Federal bureaucratic
program transferred to 50 State bu-
reaucratic programs.

Frankly, I am not that much com-
forted, I am somewhat comforted, but
not significantly comforted, to know
that this is a Federal program run by
Federal bureaucrats that now is going
to be a State program run by State bu-
reaucrats. State bureaucrats may be
marginally better than Federal bureau-
crats, but that is not enough. The Gov-
ernors understand, at least the ones
that are talking to me, that they need
to go further. They need to get down
into the local communities, into the
nonprofit organizations, into the folks
who really have compassion, because it
is their neighbors and their friends
they are providing for. Those are the
organizations we have to empower
through this bill, and give them the re-
sources to solve the problems that are
in their community. We believe this is
a vehicle with the flexibility that is in
this bill to make that happen.

I want to talk about just a couple of
other things. No. 1, child care. It has
been argued on this floor, and I think
well argued on this floor by Members,
frankly, on both sides of the aisle, that
the key to making work work is child
care. That there are millions of women
out there who would like to go to work
but because of the barrier for safe, af-
fordable day care, they simply cannot
do it. We provide $4 billion more in
child care in this bill than under cur-
rent law, and even more money than
what the President is suggesting.
Under this bill, work will work, and
people will be able to succeed.

The other two things I will quickly
go through, first is child support en-
forcement. There is uniform agreement
on both sides to improve, toughen child
support enforcement, including wage
withholding, and is included in here,
among other things. This gets back to,
again, requiring fathers to take respon-
sibility for their children. Again, set-
ting the bar high, but, my goodness, we
should have standards high for fathers
when it comes to providing for their
children.

Finally, the issue of noncitizens. The
Senator from New York said no civ-
ilized society would cut off these bene-
fits for noncitizens like we do in this

bill. He is absolutely right. Do you
know why? Because there is no civ-
ilized society that provides the benefits
in the first place. We are the only soci-
ety that gives benefits to people who
are in this country who are not citizens
of the country. What we are saying is
we will provide benefits to refugees, to
asylees, but to people who come in
under sponsorship agreements, the
sponsors, who signs that document will
be the one who takes care of them, not
the Federal Government.

Mr. DOMENICI. There is time left on
both sides; could you tell us how much
each side has?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The side
of the Senator from New Mexico has 17
minutes and 17 seconds and the other
side has 7 minutes and 18 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have Senator FRIST
here. Does the Senator from Florida
want to speak during that time, during
that 7 minutes?

Mr. GRAHAM. I have not had an op-
portunity to talk to the floor manager,
Senator EXON, but I will request time
to speak. If Senator FRIST is prepared
to proceed, that is fine.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 6 minutes to
Senator FRIST.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, it is with
much disappointment that I rise today
to mark the apparent, the apparent,
demise of what was a carefully consid-
ered, carefully crafted, bipartisan
agreement on Medicaid. Despite the
historic agreement among the Nations
50 Governors, we are compelled by the
President’s veto threat to separate
Medicaid reform from welfare reform.

Ultimately, comprehensive welfare
reform must include health care and
health care reform for the poor. The
face of that woman with her child in
her arms who is below the poverty
level, who wants to go back to work, is
just inextricably combined and con-
nected to that welfare system. Our
Medicaid plan, which was based on this
Governors’ bipartisan proposal, would
have indeed preserved the safety net
for women, children, our senior citi-
zens, and for individuals with disabil-
ities.

Mr. President, I stand here today
also, along with my colleagues and be-
fore the American people, to assure
them that we will continue to work for
a strong, for a secure, and for a sim-
plified Medicaid Program. After the
election, when all of the partisan pas-
sions have subsided, we will find a way
to work together and give relief to
States burdened to the point today of
bankruptcy by out-of-control sky-
rocketing Medicaid costs. For the sake
of our children, for the sake of their
families, we must find a way to put
policy before politics.

Before coming to the U.S. Senate, I
performed transplant surgery, and a
third of my transplant patients re-
ceived Medicaid. That gave me a per-
spective of those patients on Medicaid
also on welfare. As chairman of the
Tennessee State Task Force on Medic-
aid Reform, I grappled with those is-

sues before coming to this body from a
State perspective.

Medicaid today takes up nearly 6 per-
cent of the total of all Federal spend-
ing. State by State, it is approximately
20 percent of all State spending. Unless
we act, we can expect an over 150 per-
cent increase in just 10 years. The in-
crease in Medicaid spending from last
year alone is more than we spent on
mass transit, criminal investigations,
pollution control and abatement, or
the National Science Foundation.

Yes, Medicaid is bankrupting our
State budgets and will ultimately drive
the Federal budget into bankruptcy,
unless something is done.

Now, nothing in the budget reconcili-
ation plan reported to the Senate con-
stitutes a cut in Medicaid. President
Clinton and Republicans both attempt
to reign in the excessive growth in
spending and, at the same time, pro-
tect eligible populations.

The chart that I have beside me
shows just how close we in Congress
are with what the President has pro-
posed. This chart depicts overall Med-
icaid spending growth over a period of
time, comparing what has been spent
from 1991 to 1996, a total of $463 billion,
to what we have proposed, the U.S.
Congress, from 1997 to 2002, the Repub-
lican budget proposal, to spend $731 bil-
lion, which is very close to what the
President has proposed to spend from
1997 to the year 2002. The difference be-
tween the yellow bar, what the Repub-
lican proposal has put forth, and what
the President has proposed is less than
2 percent. We are very, very close. But
the difference is that the Republican
plan was based on the National Gov-
ernors’ bipartisan proposal. It passed
their assembly unanimously. It was de-
signed to specifically protect all cur-
rent law eligibles, and included an um-
brella fund for emergencies as well.
And to truly preserve this safety net,
there is $56 billion more in this bill
than was in last year’s budget resolu-
tion.

The program will continue to grow.
Nothing is going to be cut. It is going
to continue to grow at a rate of about,
on average, 6.2 percent a year, and that
is more than twice the rate of infla-
tion. And it will grow a total of 43 per-
cent over the 5-year period from 1996 to
the year 2002.

When I came to this body, the U.S.
Senate, I came as a physician out of
the private sector, as a citizen legisla-
tor, unfamiliar with the political ma-
chinery that can block this type of
positive advance. At that juncture, I
hoped to work with my colleagues, Re-
publican and Democrat, to address
these issues that will affect our future
and the future of our children. We have
made progress, and I am glad we have
made progress. But I am disappointed
that we cannot enact a combined Med-
icaid Program with welfare, facing the
realities that, again, Medicaid is inex-
tricably woven to our welfare program.
That is something that is close to my
heart. But we shall return next year to
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move forward on this very important
issue of preserving Medicaid and im-
proving Medicaid for the future genera-
tions.

Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida.
Mr. GRAHAM. The Senator from Ne-

braska has yielded to me the remainder
of time under his control.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven
minutes remain.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I wish
to speak to one section of this bill to
which I will intend to offer an amend-
ment, and that is the section that deals
with the rights of legal aliens who are
in the United States.

As my colleagues will recall, this is
not a new issue. In fact, we have spent
weeks on the Senate floor debating the
question of what should be the eligi-
bility of legal aliens for a variety of
Federal benefits. This Senate, by an
overwhelming vote, passed on May 2 an
immigration control bill, which laid
out with great specifics what would be
the rights of legal aliens—Mr. Presi-
dent, I underscore the word ‘‘legal’’—to
various Federal benefit programs. That
legislation passed after extensive hear-
ings and markups in the Judiciary
Committee and exhaustive floor debate
that lasted well over a week. Similar
actions were taken in the House of
Representatives, and now this legisla-
tion is before a conference committee.

While all of that has occurred, we
now receive this welfare bill, which has
a redundant, conflicting, and, I think,
draconian set of provisions relative to
the rights of the very same people who
were the subject of our debate just a
few weeks ago—legal aliens in the
United States.

Mr. President, I am going to propose
that we should strike this section from
the bill and leave the question of what
should be the eligibility rights of legal
aliens to the process of resolution in
the conference committee and our final
action on the results of that conference
committee. There are extreme dif-
ferences between the provisions in the
immigration bill that the Senate
passed in May and what we are now
being asked to consider in July. Let me
just mention two of those principal dif-
ferences.

The essential concept of eligibility in
the immigration bill was the concept
of ‘‘deeming.’’ Deeming is the respon-
sibility of the sponsor who has made it
possible for the legal alien who comes
into the United States to have the
sponsor’s income added or deemed to be
part of the income of the legal alien, in
determining whether the legal alien is
eligible for Federal needs-based pro-
grams.

This bill uses a different concept, and
that is a concept of a prohibition of
legal aliens for a variety of Federal
benefit programs.

I might say, Mr. President, that
much of the debate on the question of
rights of legal aliens is a result of the

report that was originally sanctioned
by this Congress called ‘‘U.S. Immigra-
tion Policy: Restoring Credibility,’’
often referred to as the ‘‘Barbara Jor-
dan report,’’ after our esteemed re-
cently-passed colleague. In the report—
the Jordan report—it states, ‘‘The safe-
ty net provided by needs-tested pro-
grams should be available to those
whom we have affirmatively accepted
as legal immigrants into our commu-
nities.’’ It points out that it is appro-
priate to look to the sponsor to be the
primary caregiver for those they have
sponsored into the United States. They
endorse the concept of deeming. But
they say that under circumstances
where a sponsor is not available, the
sponsor has died, the sponsor has suf-
fered illness, or some other incapaci-
tating condition that made them un-
able to meet their obligations, that im-
migrants should continue to be eligi-
ble. ‘‘A policy that categorically de-
nied legal immigrants access to such
safety nets, based solely on alienage,
would lead to a gross inequality be-
tween very similar individuals and un-
dermine our immigration goals to re-
unite families and quickly integrate
immigrants into American society.’’

So that is one fundamental dif-
ference. This is a difference, Mr. Presi-
dent, which will have real impact on
the lives of real residents of our coun-
try.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the cir-
cumstances of Polyna Novak, a legal
immigrant who has come to the United
States as a refugee from persecution in
the Soviet Union and how the dif-
ference in the immigration bill’s use of
deeming and this bill’s use of an abso-
lute bar would have an impact on her
life.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Polyna Novak is a legal immigrant who
came to the United States as a refugee from
Russia 16 years ago (1980). She currently
lives by herself in an apartment in Marina
del ray, California. Her daughter Dina lives
nearby and is her mother’s full time care
giver.

Polyna is 74 years old, has Alzheimer’s dis-
ease and also has great difficulty walking.
She speaks and reads basic English. She re-
ceives SSI and Medicaid.

In November, she tried to become a natu-
ralized citizen under the 1993 rules exempt-
ing persons with cognitive disability from
some of the testing requirements. The INS
examiner refused to administer the oath,
however, because of her cognitive impair-
ment, claiming that she could not under-
stand what she was doing.

Mrs. Novak is in a catch-22 situation-too
disabled to naturalize, under this Welfare
bill, she will lose her only source of Income,
her SSI benefits. There is no deeming, it’s
simply an unfeeling, outright ban, with no
consideration for tragic individual cases
such as this one.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, in my
State of Florida, we are now receiving
thousands of refugees and people seek-
ing asylum from countries such as
Cuba, generally under agreements that

have been reached between the United
States Federal Government and foreign
governments, and now the Federal
Government is going to take the posi-
tion that it washes its hands of the fi-
nancial responsibilities that flow from
that.

The second big difference is the im-
pact on State and local governments.
The bill that we passed would have had
a cost transferred to State and local
governments of approximately $5.6 bil-
lion over the next 7 years. This bill, if
you would believe it, would have a cost
transfer to State and local govern-
ments of up to $23 billion over the next
7 years.

I suggest, Mr. President, in respect to
the work that this Senate has already
done on the immigration bill and the
efforts that are currently being made
in conference to reconcile the House
and the Senate versions, that it is in-
appropriate for us at this hour under
these constrained parliamentary proce-
dures to take up a provision that would
fundamentally change the decisions
that we have already made, increase
the cost to State and local govern-
ments by potentially three times or
more than in the legislation that we
have already passed, and place literally
hundreds of communities and tens of
thousands of people in serious jeopardy
by our ill-considered actions.

So at an appropriate time, Mr. Presi-
dent, I will ask, as will colleagues, in-
cluding Senators MURRAY, SIMON, and
FEINSTEIN, that those provisions that
relate to the eligibility of legal aliens
be deleted from this bill and rely upon
the immigration bill to come to an ap-
propriate policy resolution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD an
editorial from today’s Los Angeles
Times on this subject, and other mate-
rials that relate to legal aliens.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Los Angeles Times, July 18, 1996]

PASSING THE BUCK ON WELFARE

Tucked into the Republicans’ welfare re-
form package in Congress is a wrongheaded
proposal to cut benefits and social services
to most immigrants who are legally in the
United States but who have not yet become
citizens. Under the proposal, Washington,
which is seeking ways to finance federal wel-
fare reform, would shift billions of dollars in
costs to states and counties. The provision
should be rejected.

Sen. Bob Graham, a Florida Democrat,
plans to offer an amendment to the bill to
strike out restrictions on public benefits to
legal immigrants. A host of eligibility issues
ranging from student aid to Medicaid for
legal immigrants already is part of a sepa-
rate immigration bill now in conference
committee. There is no logic in including
those matters in a welfare bill. The two is-
sues should be handled separately.

The welfare bill now proposes to help fi-
nance the costs of reform by cutting $23 bil-
lion over six years in benefits to legal immi-
grants, including children and the elderly.
This would be an unfair and punitive move
against legal immigrants who have played by
the rules.

The bill would make most legal immi-
grants now in the country ineligible for Sup-
plemental Security Income (SSI) and food



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8080 July 18, 1996
stamps. Future legal immigrants (except for
refugees and asylum seekers) would be
inteligible for most other federal means-test-
ed benefits (including AFDC and non-
emergency Medicaid services) during their
first five years in the country.

The cutbacks would disproportionately hit
California, Florida, New York and Texas, the
states with the biggest immigrant popu-
lations. California alone could lose $10 bil-
lion, or about 40% of the proposed $23 billion
in benefit reductions. Those ineligible for
such benefits would have to turn elsewhere
for aid. In Los Angeles County, for example,
if all affected SSI recipients sought general
assistance relief instead it would cost the
county $236 million annually. The cost shift-
ing could have potentially disastrous results
for the already fiscally strapped county.

The immigration bill now under consider-
ation already includes $5.6 billion in savings
from tightening eligibility requirements for
legal immigrants on a variety of federal pro-
grams, including Medicaid. The attempt to
use welfare reform to slip through further
curbs on public assistance to legal immi-
grants should be called what it is—a deplor-
able money grab by Washington that can
only hurt California.

JUNE 24, 1996.
Hon. BOB GRAHAM,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: As health care
providers caring for millions of Americans in
rural and urban areas, we are writing to ex-
press our concerns about provisions in the
welfare reform legislation the Senate Fi-
nance Committee plans to mark up this
week. The provisions at issue would com-
pletely bar legal immigrants from receiving
any Medicaid coverage for five years, and
would effectively deny Medicaid coverage to
most legal immigrants for an additional five
years.

These provisions will force hundreds of
thousands of legal immigrants off of Medic-
aid, creating a new population of uninsured
low income individuals at a time when the
number of uninsured Americans is approach-
ing 40 million. Furthermore, the loss of Med-
icaid coverage means that the amount of
preventive care provided to legal immigrants
will be drastically reduced, thereby exposing
entire communities to communicable dis-
eases while increasing the overall cost of
providing necessary care. We urge the Com-
mittee to drop these provisions when it
marks up the welfare legislation.

In particular, the bill would bar legal im-
migrants from eligibility for Medicaid (and
other assistance programs) for five years.
After five years, the legislation would re-
quire that the income and resources of a
legal immigrant’s sponsor and the sponsor’s
spouse be ‘‘deemed’’ to be the income of the
legal immigrant when determining the im-
migrant’s eligibility for Medicaid.

If a low income legal immigrant is barred
from receiving, or deemed out of the Medic-
aid program, he or she may have no other
means to pay for health care. Most low in-
come immigrants cannot afford private
health insurance. Many sponsors may be un-
able or unwilling to help finance the health
care costs of the immigrants they sponsor.
Yet, because of the five-year ban and the
deeming requirements, legal immigrants will
be ineligible for Medicaid, although they will
still need care. This is a cost shift from the
federal government to state and local enti-
ties and providers of care. And this cost shift
will disproportionately fall on providers in
states with large numbers of legal immi-
grants—states such as California, Texas,
Florida, New York, New Jersey, Massachu-
setts, and Illinois.

We understand provisions dealing with
benefits in the welfare bill are based upon
the recommendations of the United States
Commission on Immigration Reform, a bi-
partisan commission appointed by Congress
in 1990 to study and make recommendations
on national immigration policy. But the
Commission opposes any broad, categorical
denial of public benefits to legal immigrants
such as the pending welfare bill’s five-year
ban to Medicaid eligibility. In its rec-
ommendations to Congress, it firmly states
that ‘‘the Commission rejects proposals to
categorically deny eligibility for public ben-
efits on the basis of alienage.’’ It expressly
stated that ‘‘special consideration should be
given to the issue of medical care.’’ Specifi-
cally, the Commission’s recommendation
was very clear:

‘‘The safety net provided by needs-tested
programs should be available to those whom
we have affirmatively accepted as legal im-
migrants in our communities . . . cir-
cumstances may arise after an immigrant’s
entry that create a pressing need for public
help—unexpected illness, injuries sustained
due to a serious accident. . . . Under such
circumstances, legal immigrants should be
eligible for public benefits if they meet other
eligibility criteria. We are not prepared to
remove the safety net from under individuals
who, we hope, will become full members of
our polity.’’

We recognize the importance of regulating
legal and illegal immigration into the Unit-
ed States. But it must be accomplished
through means that will not pull the health
care safety net from under legal immigrants,
create a public health threat, or impair the
ability of health care providers to provide es-
sential services to their communities. There-
fore, we urge the Finance Committee to
honor the Commission’s recommendations
and exempt Medicaid from the five year eli-
gibility bar and deeming requirements.

Sincerely,
American Hospital Association, Amer-

ican Osteopathic Healthcare Associa-
tion, American Rehabilitation Associa-
tion, Association of American Medical
Colleges, California Association of
Public Hospitals and Health Systems,
California Healthcare Association,
Catholic Health Association of the
U.S., Federation of American Health
Systems, Greater New York Hospital
Association, InterHealth, National As-
sociation of Children’s Hospitals, Na-
tional Association of Public Hospitals
and Health Systems, Premier, Inc., Pri-
vate Essential Access Community Hos-
pitals, Texas Association of Public and
Non-Profit Hospitals, Texas Hospital
Association, VHA Inc.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield 6 minutes of that to the Senator
from Missouri. Might I yield myself 1
minute before I yield to him?

Mr. President, I thank Senator FRIST
for his comments on the floor, and I
add one thought to it. Frankly, I, too,
have a real concern about not doing
anything this year about Medicaid. But
I think the die is cast. However, it
seems to me that the next episode that
is going to push us to do something sig-
nificant is not something that leader-
ship should feel very proud of because I
think we are going to be pushed by
States that cannot afford to pay for
the programs.

We have all been talking about what
is happening to the beneficiaries; how
we are going to modify the program,
make it more efficient, and what about
the delivery system? But there has
been very little talk about the fact
that many States cannot afford the
Medicaid Program.

I note in my own State that there
was a major story. People are confused
when you talk about Medicaid not hav-
ing enough money because they almost
always believe that is us, the Fed’s.
But in my State the story was our
State has not appropriated enough
money for its share. We happen to be
one of those States where only 25 per-
cent is our burden; 75 is the Federal
burden. We cannot even afford to pay
for the program in its current form,
and we are concerned about whether
the Federal Government ought to re-
form it so that it becomes more effi-
cient. We are the ones getting accused,
with reference to fixing that, of being
neglectful of some parts of our popu-
lation.

The truth of the matter is education
at home is suffering. Pretty soon they
cannot pay for education because the
States do not have enough money if
they have to pay for Medicaid and pro-
grams of that sort.

So I think the Senator’s suggestion
that perhaps it would have been good if
we would have challenged the Presi-
dent and others and proceeded with
that Medicaid provision was a good
one. Our job will get done soon, I am
sure, thanks to people like the occu-
pant of the chair.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Chair. I

commend the Senators from Mexico
and Tennessee each for mentioning this
important component of reform which
is literally pressing and demands that
the system will require it. We must un-
dertake those reforms immediately.

I am struck by the fact that our de-
bate is not a debate about restructur-
ing a government program. Our debate
is about rescuing our culture from a
tragedy, a tragedy the dimensions of
which have been eloquently outlined
and defined by speaker after speaker on
this floor. The Senator from New York
eloquently and tragically defined the
problem. He said that 75 percent of
some of the births in some cities in
this country are births to incomplete
families.

The welfare system, which has been
designed or hoped for as a way of help-
ing people, has become a way of en-
snaring people. A net can be something
that saves you from a fall. It can be
something in which you are caught. I
believe we have a system where we
have seen that the welfare system is
one where people are caught. It is not
where people are saved.

When he rather dramatically ended
his speaking earlier, the Senator from
New York talked about the children.
What about the children? I think we
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have to ask the question. What about
the children? What about the one-third
of all children in this country who are
born to incomplete families without fa-
thers in the home? What happens to
those children?

I was reminded about one child whose
story I read. Her name was Ariel Hill.
She was one of five children of a wel-
fare family that lived in an apartment
beyond description in Chicago public
housing. The parents were 22-year-old,
drug-using high school dropouts. They
did not have jobs. The mother had her
first child as a teenager, obviously. She
was one of five children. The father
grew up on welfare. The source of the
income to the family was the $900 per
month in public aid checks.

What tragically impressed me was
after she died at the hands of her moth-
er, the investigators came in to look
around the apartment to see what they
could find. They went into the apart-
ment and found a paper listing the wel-
fare dollars that each child had
brought into the family.

We are literally living with a system
which has taught people to value chil-
dren for the kind of incomes those chil-
dren could attract to the family
through the welfare system.

This is not something that rec-
ommends our future. It is not some-
thing upon which we should build. It is
something which we must change.

The Senator from Pennsylvania made
it very clear and eloquently argued
that we may not know everything
about what we want to do and we
maybe cannot be assured that it will
work completely. But we do know one
thing with a certainty. That is that the
current system of welfare is a tragedy.
It has entrapped individuals. It has
seen the skyrocketing rate of individ-
uals born into homes without families.
It has found more and more people in
circumstances of dependence.

The War on Poverty, started years
ago, addressed the situation where
fewer children were in poverty then
than are in poverty now. It seems to
me that we must take action to change
the status quo. We are dealing with a
tragedy. If every time we say, ‘‘Well,
we cannot reform welfare, we are not
sure that what will happen will be a
perfect solution,’’ we are allowing the
potential for perfection to paralyze us.
And to say that we will not act at all,
it is pretty clear to me with individ-
uals who have begun to make careers—
and not only careers for one individual
but careers for individuals generation
after generation in families—of a sys-
tem which has ensnared them and not
saved them, that we have the wrong
kind of net here and that we have to
restructure it. We have to provide some
of the very tough motivations for peo-
ple who lead this system to be involved
in the ladder of opportunity rather
than the net of ensnarement.

I believe that is what welfare has to
be. It has to be a transitional system.

So I think it is time for us to limit
the amount of time that people can be

on welfare. It is time for us to provide
disincentives to bear children out of
wedlock. It is time for us to provide
powerful incentives for people to go to
work. It is time for us to say that, if
you are on welfare, you should be off
drugs. It is time for us to say that, if
you are on welfare, your children
should be in school. It is time for us to
say that, if you are on welfare, your
children should have the immuniza-
tions that are available to them free of
charge. You have to be responsible for
what you are doing. We are not going
to continue to support you in a way in
which you abdicate, you simply run
from, you hide from, your responsibil-
ity as a citizen.

As we look at where we are, we see a
system the carnage of which is written
in the lives of children. It is written in
the lives of adults who have been en-
snared by a net which was designed to
arrest their fall.

But instead of being a net of saving,
it tends to be a net of trapping, a net
of ensnarement, and it is time for us to
make this system one of transition. It
is time for welfare to be a ladder of op-
portunity, and I believe the measure
that is before us today gives us the op-
portunity to make that the truth for
the American people. They are asking
us to reform the welfare system. It is
time to get about the business and get
it done.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired.
All time has expired.
Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-

sence of a quorum has been suggested.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The major-
ity leader is recognized.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the net ef-
fect of provisions reported by the Fi-
nance Committee is that the commit-
tee fails to achieve its reconciliation
instruction for the year 2002. The Med-
icaid supplemental umbrella fund in-
creases outlays in the year 2002. Pursu-
ant to section 313(b)(1)(B) of the Budget
Act, I raise a point of order against
Section 1511 of the Social Security Act
as added by section 2923 of the rec-
onciliation bill from page 772, line 13,
through page 785, line 22.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is well taken, and the
provisions are stricken from the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 4894

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to
strike all of subtitle B, Restructuring
Medicaid, from title II of the reconcili-
ation bill from page 663, line 9, through
page 1027, line 20.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I believe there are

Democratic Senators who would like to
speak on this measure. I do not know
their names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. LOTT]

proposes an amendment numbered 4894.

The amendment is as follows:
On page 663, strike line 9, through page

1027, line 20.
Mr. LOTT. Parliamentary inquiry,

Mr. President. I believe that this would
be debatable for up to 1 hour?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The de-
bate will be 2 hours.

Mr. LOTT. Two hours equally di-
vided. So if the distinguished Senator
from New York has Senators who wish
to speak, they would have that oppor-
tunity.

I would like to be recognized just
briefly, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I person-
ally feel very strongly that we should
act on the need to improve and reform
Medicaid.

I had hoped we could get that done
this year. I think that we could have a
better program, and I think that we
could control the rate of growth in
such a way that it would help us move
toward fiscal responsibility and a bal-
anced budget, but a number of consid-
erations have come into play.

The Senate and the House majority
are very much committed to genuine
reform of welfare, requiring work, also
giving flexibility to States as to how
this program is administered, also try-
ing to move toward a situation where
welfare is not a way of life but there is
an opportunity for people in this coun-
try to get off welfare, get the necessary
training and education that will allow
them to get into a full-time job.

Unfortunately, in view of the opposi-
tion and threat of a veto from the
President if we had these two com-
bined, we felt it was the best thing to
do at this time to move forward with
welfare. We are committed to getting
that done. We are committed to get-
ting it through the Senate today or to-
morrow and then going to conference
as soon as possible and completing ac-
tion on this very important legislation
before we go out for the August recess.

There are a lot of factors that have
come into play here, and I know we
will hear more about it from the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee and the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee, but I just wanted to
make those brief remarks. I think all
things considered, this is the right
thing to do at this time, and I hope the
Senate will act quickly on it and move
on to further consideration of the wel-
fare reform package.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before

the majority leader leaves, we have
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heard from the Democratic side that
they want a vote on this. I wonder,
while the leader is still here, if we
could get the yeas and nays.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If the Senator will
give me just 3 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. He will come back
with an answer.

I yield the floor. I thank the leader.
Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH], is rec-
ognized.

Mr. ROTH. I yield myself such time
as I might take.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
leader’s motion to separate Medicaid
from this welfare reform legislation.
Leo Tolstoy once said that ‘‘Life and
the ideal are hard to reconcile. To try
to make them follow the same path is
a life’s work.’’

I have to say that this observation
has taken on new meaning for me as we
have worked diligently to craft welfare
reform in a way that is workable and
meaningful.

In the case of welfare reform, the
ideal, of course, is a proposal that
breaks the back of dependency, a pro-
posal that reverses the perverse incen-
tives in the current program, and em-
powers men, women and families to
find security through work. The ideal
program returns authority to state and
local governments—allowing them to
unleash their creativity, to be innova-
tive, effective and, of course, compas-
sionate. This is where the people live;
it is where their needs are best met; it
is where they are seen as individuals
rather than as statistics.

Likewise, Mr. President, the ideal
welfare reform program contains real
and necessary reforms to Medicaid. In
the past, President Clinton has ex-
pressed why Medicaid reform is nec-
essary for real welfare reform. The Na-
tion’s Governors, liberal and conserv-
ative, have been eloquent and persua-
sive as to why: Medicaid is quickly
overtaking education to be the number
one expense in State budgets. Medicaid
as it is currently administered leads
families to impoverishment, as they
find it necessary to qualify in an ‘‘all-
or-nothing’’ way. Federal Medicaid
spending will be over $827 billion in the
next 5 years, Mr. President, challeng-
ing our Treasury, our taxpayer re-
sources, as well as America’s economic
well-being.

The ideal would be to have Medicaid
reform attached to welfare reform. I
have made no secret of this. In trying
to keep Medicaid a part of this pro-
posal, we have compromised time and
again to give the President a bill he
could sign. In fact, the President him-
self proposed to cut Medicaid by $59
billion. In our proposal to reform Med-
icaid, we came within 2 percent of this
number—2 percent—the difference of
about two dimes a day per beneficiary.
And in our compromise we continued
to increase spending in the Medicaid
Program—increase it faster than So-
cial Security. But, unfortunately, de-

spite all this, President Clinton main-
tains that Medicaid reform is a ‘‘poison
pill.’’ Many of the President’s allies in
Congress support him. In their argu-
ments, they suggested that they could
support welfare reform, and the Presi-
dent would sign welfare reform, if the
two were decoupled.

We have separated, or are in the
process of separating Medicaid reform
from this legislation. Welfare reform is
so important to the American people
that they are willing to accept com-
promise. Like Tolstoy, they under-
stand that ‘‘life and the ideal are hard
to reconcile.’’ While it may take a
life’s work to achieve the ideal, it will
certainly take the best efforts of this
Senate to eventually return to Medic-
aid reform when the time comes. We
cannot leave undone something so im-
portant and declare complete victory.

Medicaid, in my opinion, must be ad-
dressed, if not now, later. Anyone who
looks at the spending trends, anyone
who looks at how this one program is
threatening the States, anyone who
sees how it leads families to choices,
behaviors that are counterproductive
to their well-being and long-term suc-
cess can understand that Medicaid
must be changed. It must be improved.
It must be administered in a way that
allows States to be more flexible, more
creative, and more effective in helping
families.

For the time, we must move forward.
This is what the American people
want. We must pass this welfare reform
legislation, a bill that takes a very im-
portant first step toward meeting the
needs of those most vulnerable among
us, a bill that returns common sense to
the welfare system, a bill that gives
greater flexibility to the Federal and
State governments to help people help
themselves. The time is right for this
legislation. At another time, we will
revisit Medicaid, but for the moment
we must move on.

Mr. President, it is no secret that I
firmly believe that it is vitally impor-
tant that both welfare and Medicaid re-
form should go together. I believe there
are compelling reasons for Medicaid re-
form. The Governors, Democratic and
Republican alike, have been strong ad-
vocates of including Medicaid with wel-
fare reform. President Clinton himself
for more than 3 years has talking
about Medicaid’s role in removing the
incentives to families to stay in pov-
erty.

More than 3 years ago, President
Clinton told the Nation’s Governors
that, ‘‘* * * many people stay on wel-
fare not because of the checks * * *
they do it solely because they do not
want to put their children at risk of
losing health care or because they do
not have the money to pay for child
care * * *. This is precisely the purpose
of the legislation we introduced in
May, S. 1795. That is why we have
worked for months with the Nation’s
Governors to keep welfare and Medic-
aid reform together. Let me spell out
some of the reasons why they belong
together.

It is important for the American peo-
ple to understand that the difference
between our proposal and the Presi-
dent’s plan for Medicaid is not about
spending money.

There is now little difference be-
tween this plan and the President’s
own plan in terms of Federal spending
levels on Medicaid.

Secretary Shalala appeared before
the Finance Committee last month and
knowledged the President proposed to
cut Medicaid by $59 billion.

Under our plan, the Federal commit-
ment to Medicaid remains intact. Even
while slowing the rate of growth Med-
icaid spending would still rise faster
than Social Security under our plan.

The Federal Government will spend
an estimated $827.1 billion between 1996
and 2002 on Medicaid, an average an-
nual increase of approximately 6 per-
cent.

We have met the President half-way
in terms of Medicaid savings.

The difference between us is less than
2 percent of the total Federal cost of
Medicaid.

That is difference of about two dimes
a day per beneficiary.

The American people should fully un-
derstand that the critical difference be-
tween President Clinton and this legis-
lation is not about the level of spend-
ing. The difference between us is who
controls the spending. The fundamen-
tal issue is whether or not the Gov-
ernors and State legislators and judges
can do a better job in running the $2.4
trillion welfare system than the bu-
reaucracy in Washington.

The essence of the administration’s
opposition to Medicaid reform is that
the States cannot be trusted. The Clin-
ton plan is built on the premise that
Washington must control the decision-
making.

It is unfortunate that the potential
achievements which would have been
brought from including Medicaid in
welfare reform are not better known.
Too many people listened to unfounded
accusations that the Governors and
State legislatures cannot wait to aban-
don the children in their State. That is
pure nonsense. If a family stays on wel-
fare, that family will get both a wel-
fare check and Medicaid. Under this re-
form proposal, the States have greater
incentives to expand Medicaid coverage
and help prevent families from being
forced onto the welfare rolls in the
first place. Reform is a critical compo-
nent of getting those now on welfare
off of cash assistance.

The Governors also understand that
under current law, Medicaid is an all or
nothing proposition. The current sys-
tem contains built-in incentives for
families to impoverish themselves in
order to qualify for Medicaid.

The Governors also understand that
under today’s all or nothing scheme, a
lot of low-income working families get
nothing. As if to add insult to injury,
many low-income families are paying
for the benefits a welfare family is get-
ting while their own children go with-
out coverage.
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Medicaid is an important program for

our elderly citizens in terms of long-
term care coverage. But the current
system is far from perfect in serving
our senior citizens.

The current system forces elderly
citizens into poverty even before any
benefits can be provided.

Our senior citizens often do not re-
ceive the most appropriate services be-
cause the current system, run under
rules dictated by the Federal Govern-
ment, is not flexible enough. What is
good for the bureaucracy is not nec-
essarily good for the individual. Our
legislation would have given the States
greater flexibility to redesign benefits
so that our senior citizens could be bet-
ter saved.

But instead of reform, the Clinton
administration chose to scare the el-
derly and hide behind children. The
very idea that the current system must
remain in place in order to protect our
vulnerable citizens from their Gov-
ernors and State legislators is not only
insulting. It is wrong.

More than half of the money being
spent on Medicaid is there solely be-
cause the States have chosen to pro-
vide optional benefits and extend op-
tional coverage to a greater number of
people.

The administration scared people
with a convoluted argument that our
legislation ‘‘lacks a Federal guaran-
tee’’ as if only the Federal Government
is entirely responsible for anything
good in the Medicaid program. This ar-
gument is completely hollow. As Sec-
retary Shalala acknowledged to the Fi-
nance Committee earlier this month,
the States could take nearly $70 billion
today, more than half the spending in
the program, out of the current Medic-
aid system without needing her ap-
proval.

We did not create the linkage be-
tween welfare and Medicaid.

That was done more than 30 years
ago when Medicaid was created.

Our legislation guarantees coverage
and benefits for poor children, children
in foster care, pregnant women, senior
citizens, persons with disabilities, and
families on welfare.

If anything, our legislation goes be-
yond the Governors’ resolution in
terms of setting guarantees. In com-
mittee, we extended those Medicaid
guarantees even further to phase in
coverage of children ages 13 to 18.

We also extended coverage to fami-
lies leaving welfare. The modification
also requires States to provide health
coverage under the Medicaid Program
for 1 year to families leaving welfare to
go into the work force.

This goal of Medicaid reform also
goes directly to issue of a balanced
budget, another major issue of concern
to the American people. Simply put,
the Federal budget cannot be balanced
without Medicaid reform. It is the
third largest domestic program in the
Federal budget. It costs more than
AFDC, food stamps, and SSI combined.

Medicaid reform is also critical to
balancing State budgets and priorities.

One out of every $5 spent by the States
goes to Medicaid. The National Asso-
ciation of State Budget Officers reports
that Medicaid surpassed higher edu-
cation as the second largest program in
1990.

If nothing changes, Medicaid spend-
ing may soon overtake elementary and
secondary education spending as well.

To those taxpayers who are wonder-
ing why there is not more money for
schools, to repair roads, and build
bridges, a large part of the answer is
the uncontrolled spending of Medicaid.

Our Medicaid legislation would have
returned power and flexibility to the
States, while retaining guarantee of a
safety net for the most vulnerable pop-
ulations. It would have helped replace
a failed welfare system in which de-
pendence is measured in generations
and illegitimacy is the norm, with a
system that encourages work and helps
keep families together.

But in the past few weeks, it has be-
come clear that the President cannot
stand the heat of a compromise on
Medicaid.

For the record, let me point out that
President Clinton vetoed a welfare re-
form last January, H.R. 4, which did
not include Medicaid.

In doing so, he also vetoed a bill
which provided more support, including
child care, for welfare families than his
own legislation does.

H.R. 4 did not include Medicaid. But
it did include the sweeping child sup-
port enforcement reform for which mil-
lions of American families are waiting.
This legislation, again included in S.
1795, goes light years beyond anything
the President could ever accomplish
solely through administrative actions.

In the meantime, thousands of chil-
dren have remained in poverty or under
the threat of poverty for at least an-
other 6 months because they have not
received the cash assistance and medi-
cal insurance of their absent parent as
a result of President Clinton’s vetoes.

My Democratic colleagues on the Fi-
nance Committee vowed that unless we
agreed to drop Medicaid, welfare re-
form would be lost. To his great credit,
the Republican nominee for President,
our former colleague and majority
leader, Bob Dole, also encouraged us to
not allow this dissent to keep us from
achieving welfare reform.

Senator Dole understands that the
children and families in poverty should
not be forced to wait any longer for
welfare reform.

In that spirit, we have again agreed
to compromise. I support the leader’s
motion to strike Medicaid.

Having now removed this stumbling
block, it is my hope that the adminis-
tration will not erect new barriers to
welfare reform at the 11th hour. The
children and families who need this
legislation should not have to wait any
longer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). The Senator from New
York [Mr. MOYNIHAN].

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, there
will be no objection on this side of the

aisle to the proposal to strike that will
now be made. But may I point out that
after a not inconsiderable debate, the
Committee on Finance, following the
lead of its distinguished chairman,
voted 17 to 3 not to strike this meas-
ure. But other considerations have ap-
peared.

Mr. ROTH. If the distinguished Sen-
ator will yield, I would just point out
that that vote reflects the ideal.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The ideal—we are
doing nothing but realities today. I
thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI].

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand we could adopt this right now.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes.
Mr. DOMENICI. I think we have to do

a couple of things in order to do that.
I understand there is no objection to
adopting this by voice vote?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. None.
Mr. DOMENICI. Is that correct?
Mr. MOYNIHAN. If people want to

speak, they better show up. There is no
Senator on this floor wishing to speak
on this matter. I have not been in-
formed of any. I have been told that
there might be, but there comes a time
when that will no longer do.

Mr. DOMENICI. I think we can ac-
commodate them in case they drop
along and want to talk. If you will give
me just 1 minute —I understand we
would have to yield back time—let me
make this unanimous consent request
first.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Certainly.
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the pending Lott
amendment be deemed agreed to, the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, the time between now and 2 p.m.
be equally divided, and that at 2 p.m.
the Democratic leader be recognized to
offer an amendment.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, we

have no objection, at least to this
amendment. But does the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee not
want to proceed to the matter of strik-
ing the Medicaid provision?

Mr. DOMENICI. That is what this
does: ‘‘The pending Lott amendment be
deemed agreed to.’’

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Lott amend-
ment was not to the Byrd but to the
strike?

Mr. DOMENICI. The Lott amendment
is to strike Medicaid.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
think, lest I reveal further ignorance in
regard to this measure, I had best be si-
lent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

Mr. DOMENICI. Have you ruled?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection? The Senator from Delaware.
Mr. ROTH. I have no objection.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4894) was agreed
to.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The time is under control
of the Senator from Delaware or the
Senator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, we
have approximately 45 minutes. I
would like to divide that to 271⁄2 min-
utes to the Senator from Louisiana, or
anyone he should recognize.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. BREAUX] is
recognized.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I won-
der if I might at this point—how much
time would Senator GRASSLEY like?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I would like to have
10 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 10 minutes to
Senator GRASSLEY on our side. I as-
sume we should return to your side
since we had just spoken. He will be
recognized after you have completed
yours.

I ask unanimous consent that 10 min-
utes of our time be reserved for Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and he follow the first
Democratic speaker.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
BREAUX] is recognized.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, let me
start off by saying I support the effort
of the Senator from New Mexico and
chairman of the Finance Committee to
separate this welfare reform legislation
from the Medicaid reform effort that
has been worked on by the Members of
this body. I say that for just very prag-
matic reasons. We need to reform Med-
icaid. We need to reform welfare. But if
we have an agreement on one, do not
mess it up with another item we do not
have an agreement on.

This body is not in agreement on
what to do with regard to Medicaid. I
think we are close to reaching an
agreement on how to reform the wel-
fare programs in this country, so let us
proceed together, hopefully, to try to
come up with a welfare reform bill that
makes sense, that both sides of the
aisle can support, and, hopefully, one
that the President will be able to sign.

So, I support the effort to separate
the two, and, of course, now that is ex-
actly what has occurred. We are now
going to be dealing with welfare reform
this afternoon and hopefully finish it
up in a timely fashion.

I think the people of this country—I
know the people of Louisiana—cer-
tainly know welfare in this country
today does not serve well the people
who are on it, nor does it serve very
well the people who are paying for it. It
is clear the American people, particu-
larly those outside of Washington, are
saying to the Congress that we want

realistic welfare. We want a welfare re-
form bill that emphasizes work, a real
welfare reform bill that is more about
getting a job and less about just get-
ting a check. They want a welfare re-
form bill that is fair, that emphasizes
work, that has time limits, but a wel-
fare reform bill that is also good for
children.

As President Clinton has always said,
he wants to reform welfare as we know
it. He wants to be tough on work but
good for kids. I have said you can say
the same thing and come to the same
conclusion saying that welfare reform
is really about putting work first, but
it is also about making sure we do not
put children last. I think, in a biparti-
san fashion, we should be able to come
together and reach those separate but,
I think, mutually agreeable goals.

While Congress has not been able for
over a year now to come to an agree-
ment on welfare reform, the adminis-
tration has really not waited for us. If
you look at what the administration
has done, working with the States, you
will see they have really left the Con-
gress behind, because we have not been
able to agree. President Clinton and his
administration team has really been
working with the States. They have
now approved 67 welfare reform plans
in 40 different States. Welfare reform is
occurring, and it is occurring without
Congress.

It is time that Congress get on the
wagon, get on the ball and write a na-
tional program so we do not have to
have 67 separate welfare reform pro-
grams in 40 different States, many with
different types of standards and dif-
ferent emphases on what should be
done. We should come together and
write a national welfare reform bill.

It is important the Federal Govern-
ment be involved. In my own State of
Louisiana, the State puts up 28 percent
of the money, approximately. The Fed-
eral Government puts up 78 percent.
Should not the Federal Government be
involved in welfare reform? If we are
raising 78 percent of the money that is
going to the people of my State, of
course, we should be. It is not a ques-
tion of who does it, it is a question of
making sure everybody does it. It is
not a question of whether it is run in
Washington or whether it is run by the
States, it should be run in partnership
between the States and the Federal
Government, giving the States the
maximum amount of flexibility, but
also having some national standards
because national funds are being con-
tributed to the welfare reform program
in all of the various States.

So, Mr. President, I think we ought
to all agree reform is needed. We ought
to agree we can come up with some-
thing the President can sign. We, on
this side, will be offering what we now
call a ‘‘Work First’’ welfare reform
bill. It meets the principles of what
people in this country want.

No. 1, they want it to have time lim-
its. Welfare should not be forever. It
should be about getting a job. It should

have time limits that are real and real-
istic. The amendment that we will be
offering says that at most, people will
be able to be on welfare for a total of
5 years in their lifetime. Then we give
the States authority to make it less if
they think it is right for their State.
We give the State the flexibility to do
that.

Our bill requires work. It is an abso-
lute unconditional requirement that
people on welfare move into the work
force. There is no more unconditional
assistance. The goal of welfare reform,
under our proposal, would be to get
people into the private sector and get
them a real job. Instead of just getting
a check for not working, get them a job
and then the check will be for working.

Our bill says the States should have
the maximum amount of flexibility.
What is good in my State of Louisiana
may not work in New York or in any
other State in the country, and vice
versa. So our legislation gives the
States maximum amount of flexibility.
What does that mean? It means the
States set the benefit level for the peo-
ple in that State. They will decide how
to get people off welfare into a job. It
is a State decision. The State will set
the sanctions, or the penalties, if you
will, for those who refuse to go to
work. We give the States the flexibility
that they need.

I think that, however, in many in-
stances, our bills are very similar. The
Senate Finance Committee, under the
leadership of Senator ROTH, has moved
in a major way toward a middle
ground, a middle proposal. He is to be
congratulated for that. It is an indica-
tion of good faith on his part in work-
ing with some of us on our side of the
aisle to produce a better bill.

What we have to do is to make sure
that our goal is to put work first but
without putting children last. That is a
very important standard for us to
meet. We should be as tough as we pos-
sibly can be on parents, because they
have a responsibility and are old
enough to understand what that re-
sponsibility should be. But there are a
lot of innocent children involved who
did not ask to be born and are here be-
cause of perhaps, in some cases, the
fault of their parents, but they are here
not because they want to be here nec-
essarily. They are innocent victims of
welfare problems in this country.
Therefore, it is very important that we
make sure that we protect children
while we are as tough as we possibly
can be and should be with regard to
parents.

I also point out that our legislation
is going to make sure parents who are
on welfare or AFDC assistance are eli-
gible for health care in this country. I
cannot imagine anybody standing up
and saying, ‘‘I’m tough on families, but
I want to knock them off health care.’’
The bill this Congress passed before, by
an 87 to 12 margin, guaranteed AFDC
recipients would continue to receive
Medicaid. This bill does not do that. It
is a major change. It says if you knock
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them off AFDC assistance there is no
guarantee they will get health care. I
think that is wrong. We are going to
have a bipartisan amendment to cor-
rect that. This body should adopt that.

I also want to point out that in try-
ing to make sure we protect children,
we ought to take into consideration
what happens if we are being tough on
parents and we say that you are off
after 2 years, no more assistance, you
should be working, what are we going
to tell a 2-year-old child of that par-
ent? Are we going to tell them they are
not going to have any more help? Are
we going to tell the 2-year-old they
should go out and find a job?

These are the innocent victims who I
think we should work together to try
and help. Be as tough as we can on par-
ents, but let’s make sure that the inno-
cent child, in many cases almost a
baby, is protected.

I have an amendment that I will be
offering to the bill that says we should
have vouchers for children. After the
family has been take off of AFDC as-
sistance, do not just throw the child
out into the street. Our amendment is
going to provide for noncash vouchers
for innocent children of families who
have had welfare terminated.

I heard the distinguished Senator
from New York talking about provid-
ing diapers for children. If anybody
ever had small children, diapers for
children happen to be a pretty impor-
tant thing in raising a child in a
healthy environment. Yes, they could
use the noncash assistance for diapers,
but they could also use it for clothes,
they could use it for school supplies,
they could use it for medicine, they
could use it for food so that a 2-year-
old baby does not go hungry because
they have a parent who is not respon-
sible.

Again, the emphasis should be as
being as tough as we possibly can be on
the parent, but let’s not in this body in
this prosperous country say we are not
going to take care of the innocent
child. So our vouchers for children will
say just that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BREAUX. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. There remains
17 minutes 23 seconds.

Mr. BREAUX. I yield myself an addi-
tional 5 minutes.

Mr. President, the point of the
vouchers for children is to say to
States, ‘‘Look, if you want to have a 5-
year cutoff of an AFDC recipient, you
can do that now and you ought to have
authority to provide vouchers for kids
after that 5-year period, if you cut off
a family or a recipient sooner than 5
years, say maybe 2 years.’’

In my State, we will do exactly that,
which has been approved, a 2-year time
limit. But when a State does that, we
have a responsibility to say that you
should be required to provide at least
noncash vouchers out of the money you
are getting for the innocent children.

We are giving the State the absolute
maximum amount of flexibility on de-
signing that program. The States will
be able to decide just about everything
with regard to how that voucher is
going to be handled and how it is going
to be awarded.

My own State has the highest per-
centage of children in poverty in the
Nation. Mr. President, 34.5 percent of
all the children in my State are in pov-
erty. I think we on the Federal level
have an obligation to say that they
should be taken care of after the par-
ent is told that there will no longer be
any cash assistance to that parent.

We are not talking about any addi-
tional spending by the State or any ad-
ditional money by the State, we are
talking about the money the State is
going to get under this new block
grant. The Federal money and State
money can be combined to provide
these vouchers for children, which I
think are very, very important. We are
talking about giving the State the ab-
solute maximum degree of flexibility
on designing how this program would
work. The State would assess the needs
of the child. They would set how much
that child will be able to get and in
what form it would be able to be given.
They would set the amount. They
would set the type of assistance, but I
just do not think that we, as a Nation,
can walk away from children who are
innocent victims of circumstances that
they have absolutely no control over.

The Food Stamp Program is going to
be addressed. We need to make sure,
from a Federal level, that it is a re-
sponsibility, as it always has been, to
design a Food Stamp Program that
provides certain guarantees in terms of
economic downturns by the various
States.

I think it is incredibly important
that the Chafee-Breaux amendment,
dealing with the Medicaid guarantee,
will be addressed in a positive fashion.
If we can do something positively on
the vouchers for children, I think we
can come together on a true, real wel-
fare reform bill that this President will
be happy to sign.

We have to decide whether we want a
political issue or whether we want a
real bill. There are some Democrats in
Congress who say, ‘‘We do not want
any bill; we’ll do anything we can to
stop it, because it is not to our liking
100 percent.’’

I think there are some on the Repub-
lican side who also want to send the
bill to the President as bad as they can
make it to make sure he vetoes it and
then blame him for vetoing it. There is
a growing number in the Senate that
wants to work together and come up
with something that is doable.

So I summarize my points as let us
be as tough as we can on the parents,
let us have time limits, and let us have
work requirements, and let us give a
maximum degree of flexibility to the
States to do what they want, but at the
same time let us make sure we protect
the children who are the innocent vic-
tims in this entire exercise.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Kristen Testa
on my staff, a fellow in my office, be
granted floor privileges for the dura-
tion of the debate on this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BREAUX. I reserve the balance
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement, the Senator
from Iowa has 10 minutes.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, as a
member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee that has worked so hard to put
these bills on the floor of the Senate, I
am very proud, for a third time, to be
part of an effort, another effort, I
might say, to pass comprehensive wel-
fare reform.

We have passed welfare reform on
two separate occasions. The President
has vetoed the bill on both of those oc-
casions. So we obviously wonder
whether or not he wants an issue or
whether he wants welfare reform. Does
he want a bill or an issue? He said in
the election of 1992 that he wanted to
end welfare as we know it.

For sure, the bills that we passed pre-
viously ended welfare as we know it.
One bill, part of the 1995 Balanced
Budget Act, the first Balanced Budget
Act Congress would pass in a genera-
tion, did welfare reform, saving $58 bil-
lion, compared to the $53 billion that
this bill saves.

So maybe the President vetoed that
because there was something else in
that very big Balanced Budget Act that
he did not like. Then we took the wel-
fare reform language out of that, and
on December 18 passed that, and in
early January he vetoed it. So we won-
der just exactly what kind of welfare
reform the President wants that would
satisfy his and our desire to end wel-
fare as we know it.

Until just last weekend, it looked
like he would veto the bill that we are
talking about today. In his Saturday
radio address, however, he said that
the Republican Congress was finally—
remember that—finally sending him a
welfare bill he could sign. That sounds
pretty certain, right? But it is not so
certain, because he has said similar
things in the past concerning the Sen-
ate-passed bill and the Governors’ pro-
posals. We do not get a definitive an-
swer—even on this bill—do not get a
definitive answer of whether he would
sign it even after he talked so posi-
tively on the radio Saturday. So only
time will tell if he will actually sign
this bill.

The President seems to be able to
have it two ways. Through the TV
media and the radio media, he sends a
very clear message to the public that
he is promoting welfare reform and he
is ready to sign something. But then,
when you actually try to pin his people
down, whether he will sign a certain
bill, we do not get the answer. So, to
the mass of the public, they hear that
we have a President leading on welfare
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reform. But the truth is that in the
Halls of Congress, there is a dragging
of feet of whether or not his people will
say, yes, he will sign it.

We passed a previous welfare reform
bill by a high bipartisan margin of 87
to 12. Like that, this bill that we have
before us now creates a block grant to
the States to draft their own welfare
reform proposals. This eliminates the
need to come, hat in hand, on bended
knee to the Federal Government under
current waiver provisions.

The President has been touted as
signing 67—I do not dispute that—for 40
different States. But still you find an
environment today where States have
to come on hands and knees to beg for
permission to make some change in
their welfare system so they can put
people to work and save the taxpayers
money.

So what is different about this ap-
proach is that it is finally welfare re-
form and not just waiver reform. Peo-
ple that do not want to give up the
power of Washington to determine ev-
erything, their proposals tend to be
more waiver reform, not welfare re-
form. Welfare reform, in the strictest
sense of the word, trusts States.

Wisconsin is an example. The Presi-
dent, wanting to beat Senator Dole to
the punch when he knew Senator Dole
was going to espouse Wisconsin-type
welfare reform, the President said that
what Wisconsin is doing is what we
should be doing. And under existing
law, Wisconsin comes, hat in hand, to
the Federal Government begging for a
waiver. Now, 60 days later they still do
not have their waiver. Yet, the Presi-
dent said, flatly, that we ought to be
doing what Wisconsin is doing. Within
a few minutes after that comment that
day he was asked, would he sign it, if
Congress passed what Wisconsin did,
and he would not say that he would. We
still do not know. For sure, if he likes
the Wisconsin approach, why has he
not granted Wisconsin’s waiver?

The importance of this change from
waivers to welfare reform or mere
waiver reform, which would be nothing
compared to welfare reform, is we give
power to the States for a very good
reason. We passed so-called welfare re-
form in 1988. It passed this body 96 to 1.
It was supposed to save the taxpayers
money. It was supposed to move people
from welfare to work. What do we see
8 years later? Three million-plus more
people on welfare, we have not saved
the taxpayers money, and we are not
moving people from welfare to work.

In the meantime, we have seen
States, like Wisconsin, that even the
President said is doing something
right—Michigan, Iowa, and a lot of
other States, we have actually seen
them, regardless of the fact that they
have had to come to Washington to get
permission to do what they wanted to
do—we are seeing States succeeding
where Washington has failed. That is
why we have great confidence in what
we do, of suggesting welfare reform,
welfare to be turned over to the States
to administer.

My own State of Iowa overwhelm-
ingly passed legislation in April 1993 to
change welfare in our State. In order to
implement that plan, the State had to
seek 18 initial Federal waivers, and
more since. Although the State wanted
to implement a statewide plan, they
were required to have a control group
of between 5 and 10 percent who would
remain under the old AFDC policies in
order to obtain even this initial waiver.

In October 1993, the policies that af-
fected work incentives and family sta-
bility were implemented. At that time,
there were over 36,000 families receiv-
ing assistance in my State with an av-
erage monthly benefit of over $373. I
just received the latest figures from
my State. That caseload of 36,000 is
down 12.6 percent to just under 32,000.
The average monthly benefit is down
11.7 percent to $330.

In January 1994, the State imple-
mented its personal responsibility con-
tracts, in which each family on welfare
commits to pursue independence, and
the State commits to provide certain
supports to move that family from wel-
fare to work. Before the State imple-
mented welfare reform, only 18 percent
of the welfare families in my State on
cash assistance had some earned in-
come.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
have permission from Senator DOMEN-
ICI, the floor manager of the bill, to
yield myself more time. I yield myself
10 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Now, under this new
plan people are working. The most re-
cent numbers show that the 18-percent
figure has gone to over 33 percent of all
cash-assisted families in Iowa now hav-
ing earned income, the highest percent-
age of any State in the Nation. Now,
some have attributed this dramatic in-
crease to a strong economy and low un-
employment rate in my State. How-
ever, in this control group that we had
to have to satisfy the Washington bu-
reaucrats at HHS, only 19 percent of
the people in the old program have
earned income. That is only 1 percent-
age point above what it was for a long
period of time before reform in Iowa.
So it shows that it takes policies and it
takes reform, not just a strong econ-
omy, to bring about changes of behav-
ior. My State’s success demonstrates
that giving States freedom and discre-
tion to create their own programs will
be best for the constituents we serve.
This bill does that. I firmly believe
that State leaders are as compas-
sionate and as concerned for those in
need as we are here at the Federal
level.

By passing welfare reform that gives
more authority to the States, we are
putting the best interests of our con-
stituents first. Not only that, but by
enacting good welfare policy we are
also saving the taxpayers some of their
hard-earned money. In this package,

we save $53 billion over the next 6
years. Much of this savings comes from
making noncitizens ineligible for most
Federal assistance programs. Even
with these savings, spending on major
means-tested programs will actually
grow 4.3 percent from $99.3 billion in
fiscal year 1996 to $127 billion in the
year 2002. This is a measured approach
to reforming our welfare system. I am
pleased to support it.

There is a concern that a reduction
in funds will hurt low—income fami-
lies. Once again, Iowa serves as an ex-
ample of what can happen when States
are given more freedom to create their
own programs. When my State imple-
mented welfare reform in October 1993,
the monthly payout for the State was
$13.6 million. In June of this year, the
monthly payout was down to $10.5 mil-
lion, a reduction of almost 23 percent.
Because of these savings, the State has
been able to put more money into job
training and into child care for both
those on public assistance and those
who are low-income working Iowans.
This is as it should be.

My State and other States are dem-
onstrating their commitment to serve
the needs of their respective constitu-
ents. Producing savings to better serve
Iowans is simply a benefit of good pol-
icy changes.

It is incumbent upon this Congress to
try again, then, as we are, to pass wel-
fare reform that fulfills our promise. In
this act we are fulfilling our commit-
ment to change welfare as we know it.
We are fulfilling our commitment to
require work for welfare. We are fulfill-
ing our commitment to have time-lim-
ited assistance.

We do not know what the President
will do. But just because the President
has trouble keeping his promise does
not mean we should have trouble keep-
ing our promise, as Members of the
U.S. Senate, to deliver on our promise
of ending welfare as we know it. We are
fulfilling our commitments. He will
have to reconsider his commitment.

I am also supportive, as we have just
done, of the striking of the Medicaid
provisions. I do not like to do that.
Striking Medicaid from this bill, no
doubt, means any Medicaid reform is
dead for this Congress. That is too bad
because Medicaid definitely needs re-
form. Medicaid is spending too much
money. The rate of increase it is spend-
ing under current law is too rapid to
sustain. It is also too encumbered with
Federal rules and requirements.

I remind my colleagues that just 12
months ago Senator PACKWOOD, as then
chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, was on the floor. He held up a
stack of documents just from the State
of Oregon—new regulations that had
been issued just within the previous 6
months, new regulations for the State
Medicaid Program. That is how com-
plicated and irresponsibly adminis-
tered this program is. Too much con-
trol in Washington, not enough faith.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?
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Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield.
Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, I want to

yield to Senator GREGG when you are
finished. Can I do that now?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes.
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask the remainder

of time on our side, once Senator
GRASSLEY is finished, be yielded to
Senator GREGG. Then we will have
completed time on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.
Mr. GRASSLEY. So this Medicaid

proposal we had before the Senate
would have ended some of that com-
plicated bureaucratic overregulation
that has come from the last 30 years
under the existing program.

There is nothing new with this pro-
posal. We have been back and forth
over this ground. This bill would have
changed a lot of that. What disappoint
me most, in the Senate Finance Com-
mittee’s deliberation on Medicaid, we
tried in every way possible to satisfy
the Democratic members of our com-
mittee. Senator ROTH accepted over 50
amendments, many of them retaining
Federal protections that the other side
wanted, even some Republicans want-
ed. It seems to me Senator ROTH went
a long way toward addressing the
major concerns that the minority had
and maybe even the President had on
the Medicaid portions of the bill.

Despite this, not a single Finance
Committee Democrat voted for the
bill.

I understand that some of the Repub-
lican Governors are not happy with the
changes the Finance Committee made
to the bill. When we started down this
road of Medicaid reform, the idea was
that the States would be able to live
with less Federal assistance if they had
sufficient discretion to organize their
programs as they see fit. The bill filed
by the Finance Committee does not
provide the discretion which most of
the Governors were saying earlier this
year that they wanted.

Perhaps, for that reason, some of the
Governors are willing to see Medicaid
and welfare separated. I don’t know.

In any case, even with the Demo-
cratic amendments accepted by the Fi-
nance Committee, the Governors would
have had substantially greater discre-
tion than they have now over impor-
tant aspects of their savings if this leg-
islation were enacted. And we would
have moved a step closer to a balanced
budget by getting greater control over
the Medicaid spending which has been
growing in recent years at an
unsustainable rate.

But the minority in the Finance
Committee voted against the bill. And
the President has said again that he
would veto it.

So, our leadership has yielded to the
inevitable. If there is a silver lining
here, it is that we will have a chance to
get real welfare reform, assuming that
the President is at last willing to sign
a welfare reform bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
GREGG has 4 minutes and 32 seconds,
the remaining time.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico for his courtesy in
yielding me this time. I wish to rise to
echo much of what has been said here
but also hopefully to expand upon it in
an effective way. The issue which is
being brought forth here is the fun-
damental issue that we have to address
as a Governor. It is the issue of how to
control our entitlement accounts.

I serve on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I have the pleasure to chair the
Commerce, State, and Justice Sub-
committee. I am constantly petitioned
by individuals coming to me who rep-
resent very legitimate organizations,
asking that they receive funding at
last year’s level of expenditure, or
maybe even a slight increase, maybe an
inflationary increase in their accounts.
I have to say to them, ‘‘I am sorry, we
are going to have to reduce this ac-
count,’’ or in some cases we have to
eliminate spending in that account be-
cause we do not have the money avail-
able.

Why do we not have the money avail-
able? Primarily because of the fact we
have not been able to control entitle-
ment spending here in our body. There-
fore, all the effort to control spending
in this body falls on the discretionary
side. Entitlement spending, as my col-
leagues know, is made up of five major
items: Social Security, Medicare, Med-
icaid, AFDC, and earned-income tax
credit. There are also the farm pro-
grams and a variety of other manda-
tory programs. In fact, I think there
are 400 of them.

This Congress, in the balanced budg-
et bill which we sent to the President,
addressed the primary drivers of our
spending problem on the entitlement
side. We addressed Medicaid, we ad-
dressed Medicare, we addressed wel-
fare, we addressed AFDC, we addressed
the farm program. We did not take up
the Social Security issue because that
had been moved off the table. Regret-
tably, the balanced budget proposal
which was passed by this Congress was
vetoed by the President.

So we have now proceeded to take up
these items one at a time. There was a
legitimate effort and a very good effort
made in the farm area. It did not go as
far as I would like on issues like sugar
and peanuts, but it did make signifi-
cant strides.

However, there remains the core is-
sues of the health care accounts, Social
Security, and welfare. So today we
take up one more leg of the school of
entitlement spending which must be
addressed and shored up, if it is to be
stable, and that is the welfare issue.

I regret, however—and I want to talk
about this—that we have not ad-
dressed, also, the Medicaid accounts. It
is very hard, logically, to separate
these two because Medicaid is the
health care benefit for people who are
essentially on welfare. To separate
them is to do something which, from a
matter of substantive policy, makes
little sense. It may make sense politi-
cally, because the administration and

the other side of the aisle refuse to ad-
dress Medicaid. More important, it
makes no sense from a standpoint of
how it affects our day-to-day life in
this Congress in the area of controlling
the Federal budget, because Medicaid
is a much more significant problem
than welfare in the area of spending. In
fact, Medicaid spending, over the last 5
years, was $464 billion. But if we do
nothing about it over the next 5 years,
it will be projected to be $802 billion.
That is a 73—percent increase in spend-
ing on those accounts.

Now, at that rate of increase, we
would soon see—it is projected—that
by the year 2010, all the revenues of the
Federal Government would be absorbed
in order to pay for the costs of the en-
titlement programs: Medicaid, Medi-
care, Social Security, welfare benefits,
and interest on the Federal debt. We
would have no money available to do
discretionary activities, such as de-
fense spending, roads, environment, or
education.

So this Congress needs to address all
those different entitlement accounts.
Yet, it has decided not to address the
Medicaid accounts—not because this
side is not willing; this side is willing
to do that. We proposed a bill which ad-
dressed it that was vetoed by the Presi-
dent. We reported out of the committee
another bill which would have ad-
dressed it. The other side of the aisle is
not amenable to this.

Therefore, our failure to address the
Medicaid account is, in my opinion, a
fundamental failure to do the job that
is required of us as Members of this
Congress, because it is a failure to ad-
dress what is one of the core issues
that is driving the deficit of this coun-
try and driving the fact that this Na-
tion is headed toward fiscal bank-
ruptcy in the next century, unless we
take control back of these entitlement
accounts.

I, therefore, am one who feels that we
should have joined the efforts. We
should have brought welfare and Med-
icaid to the floor together, and we
should pass them together. But the de-
cision has been made to pursue this
welfare reform package.

I simply want to say that, even
though it does not include Medicaid as
a package, it is a step in the right di-
rection. Although it still has more
strings attached than there need to be,
it is a package which returns to the
States pretty much authority over the
management of the welfare accounts in
this country. That is the essence of our
effort, to take a program that has been
an entitlement, directed at the Federal
level, and turn it back to the States as
a discretionary program, and basically
allow the States to manage it in a way
that is much more efficient and effec-
tive.

In New Hampshire, the dollars that
come back to the States without
strings will be spent much more effec-
tively than those that come back with
strings. It will be able to take care of
more people for fewer dollars than is
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presently occurring under the system
as it functions today.

I, therefore, strongly support the
welfare part of this reconciliation bill.
I regret that we are not taking up what
I consider to be one of the other core
elements that is driving our fiscal
problems in this country—the Medicaid
issue. I hope that as we move into this
election cycle, however, we will not ig-
nore those issues that are critical in
getting this fiscal house in order, such
as Medicaid, Medicare, and the Social
Security issue, as we move forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The minority
leader or his designee has 7 minutes, 30
seconds.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
Mr. HARKIN. I yield myself the re-

mainder of the time.
Mr. President, I support the motion

to strike the Medicaid provisions of the
pending bill, thereby providing for a re-
alistic change of historic welfare re-
form becoming law this year.

This is something I have supported
for some time. I joined with Senator
BOND in 1994 to introduce the first bi-
partisan welfare reform plan that re-
quired responsibility from day one.
Last year, I worked with Republican
and Democratic colleagues to craft a
bipartisan compromise that passed the
Senate by a vote of 87–12. This year, I
have been pushing to free welfare re-
form from controversial proposals to
cut nursing home and other health care
in Medicaid.

In May, I offered an amendment to
the budget resolution calling for the
separation of welfare from Medicaid.
Although my effort at that time was
defeated, I am pleased that it looks
like that change is agreed to here
today, and we do have them separately.

Mr. President, there is no doubt that
the current welfare system is broken
and in desperate need of reform. It is
failing the people on it and the tax-
payers who provide the money to fi-
nance it. We need to change it, and we
should do it, as we did last year, with
bipartisan cooperation.

No one has a corner on good ideas,
and by putting partisan politics aside
and working together, we can forge a
bill that makes common sense. For the
past few years, I have talked, from
time to time, about the need to enact
bipartisan welfare reform, which de-
mands responsibility from day one, re-
quires work, and releases welfare fami-
lies from the cycle of dependency.

The Iowa Family Investment Pro-
gram, I believe, provides us with an ef-
fective model for achieving these goals.
Since Iowa began implementing wel-
fare reforms in October 1993, the num-
ber of people working has almost dou-
bled, the welfare caseload has declined,
and welfare costs are down. I call that
a triple play. In fact, I am proud of the
fact that our State of Iowa, right now,
has a higher percentage of people on
welfare who work than any State in

the Nation. I believe that is because of
the historic welfare reform that we
passed in 1993.

Mr. President, there are other good
reasons to look at the Iowa experience
as we craft legislation. I commend the
Iowa experience to my colleagues. In
1993, Iowa enacted sweeping changes to
the welfare system, and did so with
very strong bipartisan support. In fact,
the Iowa plan received only one dis-
senting vote from the 150-member
Democratically controlled general as-
sembly, and it was signed into law by
our Republican Governor. So it shows
that it is possible to work together on
welfare reform, and the State of Iowa
is better because of it.

In 1994, I sought to take a page from
the Iowa playbook and went to work
with my Republican colleague from
Missouri, Senator BOND, to develop bi-
partisan welfare reform legislation
modeled on innovations occurring in
our respective States. The result was
the first bipartisan welfare reform leg-
islation in that session of Congress.
The bill was reintroduced last year.

The centerpiece of the Iowa program
is the family investment agreement.

In order to receive aid, all welfare re-
cipients are required to sign a binding
contract which outlines the steps that
each individual family will take to
move off of welfare and a date when
welfare benefits will end.

Last September, I offered, and the
Senate adopted, an amendment to in-
clude such a requirement in our bipar-
tisan bill that passed by a vote of 87 to
12. Unfortunately this provision was
dropped in the conference with the
House.

Later today, I will again, hopefully
with bipartisan support, once again try
to include a provision which requires
individuals to sign a personal respon-
sibility contract as a condition of re-
ceiving benefit. I can tell you these
contracts are working in Iowa. In fact,
I frequently visit with welfare recipi-
ents and caseworkers to ask about the
contracts. An overwhelming majority
say it is positive and very helpful in
charting the course for a family to
move off of welfare and to keep on
track.

While there are many positive fea-
tures in this bill that we have before
us, from requiring work to increased
child care funding to child support en-
forcement improvements, I have con-
cerns about some provisions, and I
hope we can work together to improve
them. I will not go into all of them.
But I want to say that some of the cuts
in nutrition really do not have any-
thing to do with welfare reform, and I
think are more designed to reach arbi-
trary budget savings. We cannot back
off of our commitment to child nutri-
tion. It will cost us more money in the
long run.

I also have concerns about assuring
that we maintain basic health and safe-
ty standards for child care. I think the
work first substitute is far superior to
the committee reported bill. It address-

es my concerns, and it also includes a
strong contract requirement as well as
making our Iowa program a model that
other States might adopt. It also main-
tains our commitment to child nutri-
tion and preserving important protec-
tions for children.

Senator DASCHLE will be offering this
substitute shortly. As one of his co-
sponsors, I believe it deserves the sup-
port of all Senators. It is tough on
work while protecting kids. And that is
common sense.

Mr. President, if there is one lesson
to be learned from the past year and a
half it is this: Confrontation and par-
tisanship is a prescription for failure.
The only way we can truly accomplish
welfare reform this year is to stop the
political games and join forces across
the aisle to craft a bipartisan welfare
reform which accomplishes the goals
that the American people support—a
welfare system that puts people to
work, and gets them off public assist-
ance quickly, fairly, and permanently.

The adoption of this amendment to
take up stand-alone welfare reform
moves in that direction of bipartisan-
ship, and I hope that as we proceed on
this bill we will continue to work in
this spirit—a spirit of bipartisanship—
to craft and pass a bill so we can fi-
nally achieve needed reform in the area
of welfare.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

SNOWE). The minority leader, Senator
DASCHLE, is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President,
thank you.

AMENDMENT NO. 4897

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
have an amendment at the desk. I ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE), for himself, Mr. BREAUX, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mr. FORD, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
REID, and Mr. KERREY, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 4897.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, let
me begin by commending the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa for his ex-
cellent statement just now. He has in-
dicated, in much the same way that I
intend to give, the reasons for support-
ing the work first bill, and his concerns
about the pending bill as it has been re-
ported out of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee.

There are many Members in our cau-
cus that I would like to single out pub-
licly, and applaud for their remarkable
effort and the tremendous work that
they have dedicated to this whole issue
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and to the determination they have
shown to pass a meaningful welfare re-
form bill this year.

Let me begin with the distinguished
Senator from Maryland, BARBARA MI-
KULSKI, and the distinguished Senator
as well from Louisiana, JOHN BREAUX,
who were extraordinarily helpful to the
leadership all the way through our de-
liberations and have provided remark-
able leadership in their own right. I
thank them for that. I appreciate very
much their assistance in so many
ways. The Senator from Connecticut,
CHRIS DODD, and the Senator from
North Dakota, BYRON DORGAN, and so
many of our colleagues who are listed
today as cosponsors have also been ex-
tremely helpful.

While we have all put an effort into
the issue of welfare reform, I should
say that no one in our caucus, I dare-
say in the Senate, has been more vocal
and more of a student of this issue
than the senior Senator from New
York, Senator MOYNIHAN. He is not on
the floor at this moment. But I also
want to commend him for the real
leadership and the willingness that he
has demonstrated throughout to hold
this body to a set of principles, and in
a sense to be the conscience of the Sen-
ate when it comes to welfare. He is in-
deed the conscience of the Senate when
it comes to this issue, and no one has
dedicated more years—in fact, I would
say more decades—to the issue of wel-
fare and the ways in which to address
many of the social ills of our country
in an effective way as he has.

Madam President, I have two charts
here that I just want to address very
briefly. I have listened with some in-
terest to the comments made by col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle.
While, obviously, there are issues that
divide us, there are many things that
unite us. One of the things that unites
us I think is an awareness of the degree
to which current welfare recipients
face barriers of all kinds as they at-
tempt to confront the real changes
that they face in their own lives.

The effort to understand those bar-
riers at the beginning through a better
realization of how we address those
barriers in an effective way through
public policy are all listed on this
chart. This chart outlines the barriers
identified in a study released last year
by the Child Care Trends organization.
I think it is very constructive to note
that of all the barriers that exist
today, the biggest barrier of all is child
care. The realization that people are
not willing to leave their child home
alone, that young children demand
and, indeed, deserve to be cared for and
protected, and that there has to be
some confidence that children will find
a way with which to be fed and cared
for in a meaningful way. But child care
without exception is by far the largest
barrier that we face in encouraging and
finding ways in which to bring about
more work for welfare recipients today.

The second is personal—personal
problems; struggle, most likely related

to job skills; problems that they have
had going all the way back to perhaps
even their failures in education. But
the realization that unless they de-
velop better job skills and better per-
sonal skills in order to be more com-
petitive is something that over one-
fourth of all recipients say is the prob-
lem that leads them to welfare depend-
ency.

Obviously, there are other issues. I
will not go into all of them. Some peo-
ple simply cannot find work. I know of
a lot of South Dakotans who live on In-
dian reservations where unemployment
is 80 percent, and there, frankly, is no
job on a reservation in large measure
that will bring people to a better op-
portunity for work than the one they
have.

Pregnancy is a problem; inability to
work because of disabilities; and, obvi-
ously, there is a motivation question in
some cases.

So, if we are going to devise a bill
that will deal with the barriers, we
have to devise a bill that deals with all
of the different circumstances that
welfare recipients find themselves in.
We have to ensure that there is moti-
vation to give them some sense that
they do not have the luxury of being
unmotivated; that we have to deal with
child care; we have to deal with job
skills; we have to find ways with which
to ensure that, if work is not there, we
will find work for them.

So we want to do as many things as
possible to ensure that welfare recipi-
ents no longer face the barriers that
they are facing. That really is what
unites Republicans and Democrats, and
brings us to the effort that is underway
in both the House and the Senate this
afternoon.

Madam President, there are a num-
ber of areas—and a number of our col-
leagues have already addressed them—
that have been improved in the pending
legislation. There are significant im-
provements, and we have counted per-
haps as many as two dozen improve-
ments in the current bill over what was
originally proposed last year. There
certainly has been significant progress.

I heard the distinguished chairman of
the Finance Committee address many
of the improvements that are made in
this legislation. We still believe, how-
ever, with all of the improvements,
there are some very serious defi-
ciencies we have to address. And in an
effort to lay down the marker, to find
a way with which to make a compari-
son between the pending legislation
and what ideally Democrats would like
to see as a meaningful comprehensive
welfare reform approach, we are now
offering what we call the work first II
plan. We have also made improve-
ments. We have also addressed defi-
ciencies that have been raised over the
last 12 months. We have also tried to
find ways with which to come to the
middle, and, even though we thought
we were in the middle from the very
beginning, maybe a better phrase
would be to compromise with our Re-

publican colleagues in a way that ad-
dresses their concerns and brings to a
higher level of priority some of the
concerns that have been raised by crit-
ics of welfare reform in the past.

So we today propose the work first
plan which provides for conditional as-
sistance of limited duration, which pro-
vides work first for all able-bodied re-
cipients, which turns welfare offices
into employment offices, and which
guarantees child care assistance.

If I could say what our goal ought to
be, regardless of what approach we
might take, I hope we would all agree
on three important goals: first and
foremost, providing the assurance that
people will have the ability to get a
good job, first by the acquisition of
skills, and, second, by the acquisition
of whatever necessary means it may re-
quire to ensure that they have access
to good jobs. Turning welfare offices
into employment offices ought to be
what welfare is all about.

Secondly, we want to ensure that we
are protecting children, that we are
not going to punish them, that we will
not hold vulnerable individuals in a
way that would jeopardize their future,
that would condemn them to the same
cycle of dependency that their parents
and grandparents and great grand-
parents have experienced.

So protecting children ought to be
our second goal—fortifying them,
strengthening them, empowering them
to do things that they may not other-
wise be able to do on their own.

Third, we believe there are ways in
which to save Federal tax dollars. We
believe we can provide a welfare sys-
tem that is more efficient, that saves
resources in ways that can be better
spent, first, in welfare but also in the
vast array of other responsibilities we
have at the Federal level.

So in a sense, Madam President, that
is exactly what the work first bill does.
It provides work; it provides job skills
to get work; it protects children; and it
saves money. In fact, it saves about $51
billion, according to the Congressional
Budget Office. The CBO scores our plan
as real reform. The CBO says that we
have sufficient resources to put welfare
recipients to work, one of the goals.

In addition, we provide sufficient re-
sources to pay for child care to assist
states in meeting the work rates, to
pay for the other major responsibilities
that we see shared at both the State
and the Federal level.

Unlike our plan, the CBO does not
say the same about the Republican
plan. CBO says that States will just
take the penalties that are incor-
porated in the Republican plan; that
they will not put people to work; that
they will not meet the work rates; that
they will not fundamentally change
the current system. The Congressional
Budget Office says that about the Re-
publican plan, about the Finance Com-
mittee passed plan, not about our plan.

Under our plan, the work first plan of
1996, we do some of the same things
that the Republican plan does. We pro-
vide conditional assistance of limited
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duration. We require that there be
work for all able-bodied welfare recipi-
ents. We turn welfare offices, in other
words, into employment offices. And
we guarantee child care assistance.

Those are the fundamental principles
of the work first plan. Our plan an-
swers three key questions: Does it re-
quire welfare recipients to look for a
job? The answer is yes, unequivocally.
Second, does it require welfare recipi-
ents to work? The answer is yes, un-
equivocally. Finally, does it help wel-
fare recipients retain a job? Again, the
answer is yes, unequivocally.

Under our plan, there is no more un-
conditional assistance. From the very
first day parents are going to be re-
quired to sign a contract. It is a blue-
print for employment. They must sign
it to receive any assistance whatso-
ever. Under the Republican plan, there
is no contract at all.

For the first 2 months, our plan calls
for extensive job search. We get the
most job-ready into the work force
that we can, that is, the more people
that come into the welfare offices look-
ing for help, the whole design is to find
them help not with a welfare check but
with a job, with assistance to get that
job. If within 3 months a parent is not
working or is not in job training or
education, that parent must perform
community service. They do not have
the option. They are required to per-
form community service within a 3-
month period of time.

Within 3 months, our plan, in other
words, has a work requirement. It may
surprise some that there is no work re-
quirement of that kind in the Repub-
lican plan. There is no similar provi-
sion. We see a lot of tough talk but no
actual work requirement for 2 years
under the Republican plan.

So there you have one of the very
significant differences between the
work first plan, which is work in 3
months, and the Republican plan which
is only work after 24 months or 2 years.
That is 2 years of unconditional assist-
ance under the Republican plan as it is
currently written.

Our plan is tough on parents, Madam
President, but not on children. And
that in our view is the second big dif-
ference between ours and theirs. Our
plan protects children. Child care for
parents who are required to work and
parents transitioning from welfare to
work is something we want to do in
every possible instance. We want to
provide vouchers for children whose
families have reached the time limit.

We recognize that in some cases you
are going to bump up to the time limit
and then it begs the question, what
happens to the kids? Are the kids also
going to be penalized through no fault
of their own? And if they are penalized,
are they then relegated once more to
this neverending cycle of dependency
and poverty with no hope of bringing
themselves out?

Health care coverage for children
whose families have reached the time
limit is something that we think is

vital if we are going to provide mean-
ingful, comprehensive assistance that
deals with the challenges we talked
about earlier.

It seems to us that Republicans may
not want to do this. They end up aim-
ing at the mother but in some cases
hitting the child. They do not allow
their block grant funds to be used to
help children whose families have
reached the 5-year time limit. They do
not guarantee child care. They do not
guarantee health care. Their idea of a
safety net is a sieve. There are so many
holes in that safety net there is no pos-
sibility that people who are trying to
work their way through the system can
protect their kids and ensure that they
have the competence to go out and get
a good job.

The work first plan targets the spe-
cific barriers, in other words, Madam
President, that we feel must be ad-
dressed if we are going to be successful
in passing a meaningful comprehen-
sive, successful welfare reform plan
this year. In child care, we provide $8
billion in new resources. That is $16 bil-
lion total because that is what we are
told will be required if, indeed, we want
to provide the services to those di-
rectly affected. Unlike the Republican
plan, the Congressional Budget Office
says we sufficiently fund child care to
make the work rates and assist those
transitioning from welfare to work.
The Republican plan cannot make that
claim. They recognize, if CBO is to be
the guide, that they fall short in pro-
viding the necessary resources to en-
sure that the child care services are
going to be provided.

Our plan also targets aid to the
working poor so they will not have to
turn to welfare or return to welfare at
some later date.

The second barrier that I addressed
just a moment ago is personal reasons.
Many welfare recipients cite personal
reasons for not working, like the lack
of transportation or no job skills. The
money to tear down these barriers is
something that has to be provided in a
welfare reform plan—money for trans-
portation, resources for job training,
resources it takes to create their own
plans to put people to work. In other
words, to be honest and to recognize
that unless we have the ability to deal
directly with those reasons that wel-
fare recipients give for their inability
to get a job—their inability to get to a
job, their inability to qualify for a job,
their inability to demonstrate that
they have the personal skills to hold a
job—we are not going to change this
welfare dependency regardless of all of
our good intentions.

So, we address those. We address
those personal reasons that welfare re-
cipients have given time and time
again. For those who are unmotivated,
our answer is very simple. We say the
time limit is going to be there and you
are going to have to accept it. You
have a timeframe within which you
must get a job. You have a timeframe
within which you must realize the ben-
efits are going to stop.

Unless you are unwilling to work
with us, you can expect we will work
with you to address your motivation
and problems of the past. We can help
you get job skills. We can help you get
child care. But you have to reciprocate.
You have to find ways in which you can
prove to us you are motivated and you
want to get that job as badly as we
want to get you one. So dealing with
the unmotivated is something we feel
has to be addressed.

We also address the barriers the Re-
publican plan does not. The Congres-
sional Budget Office says the Repub-
lican plan will not meet the work rates
that we all are stipulating or stating as
our objective in dealing with welfare
reform. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice says the Republican plan falls far
short on child care.

Clearly the Republican plan needs to
be improved in a number of areas, and
that is our whole purpose: To lay down
in a comprehensive way, in one bill, all
of the areas that we believe would
allow us, as Democrats and Repub-
licans, adequately to address the defi-
ciencies and work together to solve
them.

There is a lot of common ground, as
I said just a moment ago, on welfare
reform. We all want to reform welfare.
We all want to end welfare the way we
knew it. We all want able-bodied wel-
fare recipients to work. There ought to
be no unconditional assistance. We
largely agree with that. But not wel-
fare reform on the backs of children.
That may be an area where there is
some disagreement. There are over 8
million children today who receive wel-
fare. It is the children that we feel the
need to protect, infants and toddlers
who do not know what welfare is ought
not to be penalized. They ought to be
held harmless in this effort to try to
help their families and their parents.

So, Madam President, this is an op-
portunity. It is an opportunity to come
to the middle. It is an opportunity to
address what we consider to be a bill
that yet, in spite of its improvements,
still has some serious deficiencies that
need to be addressed if, indeed, we are
going to pass this legislation and have
it signed into law.

The President has made it very clear
he will not be hesitant to veto a bad
bill. On the other hand, he has also
made it clear that he would like very
much to work with Republicans and
Democrats to sign a good bill. We have
an opportunity this afternoon, tonight,
and tomorrow, to make this bill a good
one. Passage of this amendment would
do just that.

So we hope Republicans will join
Democrats in supporting the work first
amendment: To save the $51 billion we
know we can save if we do it right and
still protect the children, to fundamen-
tally change the welfare system as we
know it and to recognize we simply
cannot do it on the backs of children.

A tremendous amount of effort has
gone into this whole project. I am, in-
deed, very grateful to my colleagues
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for their help and all the leadership
they have demonstrated in bringing us
to this point. I urge its adoption. I urge
bipartisan support.

I will be delighted to yield to one of
the coauthors of the legislation, the
Senator from Maryland.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield for a question? Will the Senator
yield for a question? Just a brief one?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Of course.
Mr. DOMENICI. We do not have the

amendment. We understand it is 800
pages long and we have not seen it.
Does anybody know where we could get
a copy of it?

Mr. DASCHLE. We will get you a
copy.

Mr. DOMENICI. You will get us a
copy? Thank you very much. Thank
you, Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I
am proud to join the Democratic leader
and Senator BREAUX in offering this
substitute amendment, the Work First
Act of 1996. As one of the coauthors of
this amendment, working with Senator
DASCHLE and Senator BREAUX, I want
to say it does reform welfare. It em-
bodies the principles of turning the
welfare system into an employment
system, of being firm on work, and of
providing a safety net for children. It
recognizes that child care is the
linchpin between welfare and work.
And it puts men back into the picture.

We do it very straightforwardly. We
do it by replacing AFDC with tem-
porary employment assistance, which
is time-limited and conditional. We re-
quire all parents on welfare to sign a
parent empowerment contract, which
is their plan for moving from welfare
to work, and which also emphasizes
their role and responsibility in child
rearing. We advocate not only moving
people to work, but we do it by provid-
ing the tools to move people to work,
through child care assistance, transi-
tional Medicaid coverage, and other
work-related services. We also require
a safety net for children with child
care funding, a guarantee of health
care, and noncash aid where it is need-
ed to meet the specific needs of each
child. In the event the parents do not
meet their responsibilities, we are not
going to punish the child for the
failings of the mother. We also elimi-
nate the cruel and punitive rule called
the ‘‘man in the house’’ rule and allow
States to offer job placement services
to fathers. The Work First Act is a
plan that is tough on work but not
tough on kids.

It is important to note the bill before
us today is much improved over the
Republican plan which the Senate con-
sidered last year. Many of the provi-
sions included in the Democratic work
first bill from last year have been in-
corporated into this version.

I am particularly pleased that earlier
Republican efforts to block grant child
protection programs—to take the child
protection programs and turn them

into a block grant—have been aban-
doned. This is an issue of special im-
portance to me. I worked as a child
abuse and child neglect worker, and I
know how crucial those programs are.
It was absolutely crucial this bill
maintain those protections. I thank
Senator CHAFEE and all those on the
other side of the aisle who worked on
that. I want to acknowledge the Sen-
ator from Maine for her particular role
in that advocacy.

I believe the changes that have been
made to last year’s Republican bill has
brought us a long way. The pending bill
is no longer the punitive one that was
brought to the floor last year.

But I do believe improvement needs
to be made. That is why we are offering
the work first amendment. This
amendment is the result of ongoing ef-
forts to find the sensible center. We lis-
tened to the concerns raised about the
work first bill in last year’s debate. So
we tightened up our plan, and we save
more money. We save some $51 billion.
We also heard the voices of the Gov-
ernors, and in response made sure our
plan provided greater flexibility for the
States to design their own programs. I
believe our plan is a stronger plan as a
result.

In drafting our amendment, we em-
phasize two clear priorities. First, we
wanted to emphasize work as the goal
of any welfare program. Second, we
wanted to protect children and provide
a safety net for them.

First and foremost, our plan is about
the empowerment of people, not the en-
largement of bureaucracy. Empowering
people has become almost a cliche.
What does empowerment mean? Em-
power means that you give people tools
to get ready for a job, to obtain a job,
and to keep a job. We think you have
to be in job training and we emphasize
the job training must immediately lead
to work.

I do believe the best social program
is a job; one that moves a person from
welfare to work, and to a better life for
themselves and their families. That is
what we hope to do.

Work is the cornerstone of our plan.
The first step for any welfare recipient
will be to sign an empowerment con-
tract, which is a contract outlining a
plan to get into the work force. Our
plan ensures that people live up to
their contract by requiring recipients
to engage in an intensive job search,
ending assistance to those who refuse
to accept a legitimate job offer, and
providing a 5-year time limit for bene-
fits.

We give the States the resources and
the flexibility to help people meet the
terms of their empowerment contract,
whether it is job search assistance, on
the job training, placement vouchers or
even wage subsidies.

This emphasis on work changes the
whole culture of welfare by saying wel-
fare should not be a way of life but a
way to a better life. We want to turn
welfare offices into employment of-
fices, by changing the focus to looking

for work rather than looking for bene-
fits.

But while we are making work the
top priority, we also look out for the
children with a safety net that pro-
vides child care, health care and pro-
tections from child abuse. We recognize
that lack of child care is the biggest
obstacle to work; to both getting a job
and keeping one. So our bill provides
$16 billion in child care funds for those
required to work, for those
transitioning to work, and for the
working poor so they don’t slide into
welfare.

We also make sure that every child
has access to health care; that they get
their immunizations; that they get
their early detection and screening so
that their parents are not only work-
force ready, but the children are learn-
ing ready when they go to school and
stay in school.

We maintain that Federal commit-
ment to fight child abuse by requiring
States to meet Federal standards in
child welfare and foster care programs.
We also reauthorize the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act.

Child abuse and neglect is growing
like an epidemic. Just like we need to
end welfare abuse, we need to end the
abuse of children. With child protec-
tion systems overwhelmed, and half
the States under court order because of
the way they handle child protection,
we must do all we can to make sure no
one gets away with abusing or neglect-
ing a child.

Madam President, we also provide a
safety net for children. I believe that
most welfare recipients will move to
work and take advantage of the oppor-
tunities in this bill. But if they do not,
we are not going to punish the child.
We are not going to aim at a parent
and hit the child. So we require the
States to assess the needs of children
in families who have reached the time
limit, and to provide noncash aid, for
example, vouchers to a third party, to
meet the basic subsistence needs of
children. States will have the flexibil-
ity to design this program, but we be-
lieve the Federal requirement is needed
to make sure that children do not pay
the price when parents are unable to
move from welfare to work.

Because we value family, marriage,
and work, we know the strongest fam-
ily is one with two parents, with the
father in the home. So the work first
amendment brings men back into the
family by ending rules which create a
marriage penalty if poor people get
married and stay married.

Our bill is also tough on child sup-
port. It requires Federal and State gov-
ernments to work together to enforce
child support orders, streamlines the
process to collect child support checks,
and calls on States to implement tough
procedures to make sure that parents
do live up to their responsibilities. We,
the Democrats, believe that if you are
a deadbeat parent, you should not have
a driver’s license or a professional li-
cense, and so we call on States to im-
plement procedures on that.
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Madam President, I hope we adopt

this work first amendment. It is an
amendment which pulls together the
best ideas of both parties. It ends the
cycle of poverty and the culture of pov-
erty.

It is a plan that saves lives, saves
taxpayers dollars, creates opportuni-
ties for work and protects the children.

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment, and I yield the floor.

Mr. D’AMATO addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. DOMENICI. How much time does

the Senator need?
Mr. D’AMATO. Fifteen minutes.
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I

yield 15 minutes of our hour to the
Senator from New York.

Mr. D’AMATO. Madam President, I
rise in strong support of the welfare
bill that is before us. Let’s put it sim-
ply: Our current welfare system is bro-
ken. It is broken. We have recognized
that. This Chamber passed a welfare re-
form bill 87 to 12. I want to raise the
question, did my colleagues who over-
whelmingly support this bill vote for
that because it was a bill that was
going to punish people or did they rec-
ognize that the system is broken and is
in need of repair—87 to 12?

Let me say something. The welfare
system was never intended to become a
way of life. It was meant as a tem-
porary haven for rough times to assist
people, and after 30 years, it has ex-
pended $5 trillion, and the welfare sys-
tem still does not work. It entraps peo-
ple, and the results have been a horror.

The fact of the matter is that we
have to do better than sloganeering.
We have to do better than saying ‘‘end-
ing welfare as we know it’’ is a prior-
ity. The President has said that. But
we need action, we need real action,
and the one thing we do not need to do
is to empower the bureaucracy here in
Washington, because some of my col-
leagues are advocating that we give
and make the czarina of HHS, the cza-
rina who will have absolute authority
as it relates to the administration of
welfare programs in our States.

All of a sudden, we have adopted an
attitude that somehow the Governors
of our States, Democrats and Repub-
licans, and the legislatures of our
States are inhuman, that they do not
have the capacity to do what is right,
that they would threaten our children,
threaten our seniors, threaten the el-
derly.

Madam President, that is not cor-
rect; that is not true. But I will tell
you what I do believe. I believe that
most of the Governors and most of the
State legislatures are saying, ‘‘Set us
free. Let us help our people help them-
selves. Help us help encourage a work
ethic.’’

The fact of the matter is, this bill is
very similar to last year’s bill which
passed overwhelmingly. There are some
myths that say we will hurt children.
That happens not to be the case. I am
going to touch on some of these things,

but let me say something. No less than
a great President known for his com-
passion for immigrants, for poor peo-
ple, for working people, for the down-
trodden than Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt said it best when he talked
about welfare. He said:

If people stay on welfare for prolonged pe-
riods of time, it administers a narcotic to
their spirit, and this dependence on welfare
undermines their humanity, makes them
wards of the state and takes away their
chance at America.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt. I do not
believe any of us can say it better. I am
not going to attempt to say it better. I
refer to a great American, a great
President, the man who had every bit
as much compassion for those in need
as anybody who warned us and gave us
the admonition of watching about
entrapping people and killing their
spirit, the American spirit.

Madam President, the current sys-
tem has created a culture of depend-
ence that has doomed an entire genera-
tion of children, and it has consigned
them to poverty. Some people do not
like to lose control. They are more
worried about their power and their
control in terms of what has taken
place. They seem to be blind to that.
Somehow we are going to make it
worse. How can we make it worse?

Look at the statistics. Look at the
out-of-wedlock births that continue to
rise. Look at the cycle of dependency.
The current system provides a basis
for, if not encouragement of, irrespon-
sible behavior, particularly in the area
of out-of-wedlock births.

This is a strong bill. Is it a perfect
bill? Of course not, but it is an attempt
to strike a balance between giving
power to the States and to local com-
munities to set expectations for work
and responsibility, limiting benefits as
it relates to time and maintaining a
safety net for children and hardship
cases. This bill maintains that safety
net.

Let’s take a look at the record. A
great Governor in our State, Al Smith,
said that sometimes people do not like
to look at the record because it can
prove to be embarrassing. There are
facts in these records. If we look over
the last 15 years, we will see an in-
crease in welfare spending that is abso-
lutely startling.

Our expenditures have risen from $27
billion in 1980—$27 billion when I came
here to the Senate—to $128 billion.
Have we improved the lot of those on
welfare? I do not think so.

While the bill converts the AFDC
Program, the Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children Program, to a block
grant that we have heard so much
about—‘‘No, don’t give a block grant,
you’re going to be giving it to the Gov-
ernors.’’ We are not giving it to the
Governors. What we are doing is turn-
ing over responsibility to those closest
to the people who have seen how badly
the system has been administered, how
flawed it is, how it does not give flexi-
bility to deal with the human needs of
our citizens.

While it makes a block grant, it pro-
vides $4 billion in extra money, not
less. Four billion dollars in extra funds
will be available to help welfare clients
hold a job, and it provides up to 20 per-
cent of the caseload will be exempt
from time limits, so that if there are
those people with special needs who
cannot hold a job, who cannot work,
who are going to have to stay on wel-
fare beyond 2 years or beyond 5 years,
it does exactly that, it gives to the
States flexibility.

The bill addresses a small but very
growing problem of immigrants’ use of
welfare. I, being the grandson of immi-
grants, understand the great culture
that we have in this country due to our
immigration and to our diversity of
cultures, and it has contributed to the
strength of America. I do not want to
stop immigration to this country, but I
have to tell you, we have seen lately a
situation that has developed where we
have 3 percent of the population, and
that is what the foreign-born popu-
lation is; the immigrant population
over the age of 65 now constitutes over
30 percent—30 percent—of the elderly
receiving SSI benefits. Something is
terribly wrong, and we have found,
through hearings, what is taking place.

There are those people who are gam-
ing the system. They sign up to bring
elderly people in and say they are
going to be responsible for them, and
they put them right on welfare. That is
not right. That is not what this system
is about. We did not design the system
to say, ‘‘Come here and get welfare
benefits, and John Q. Public, hard-
working middle-class families, are
going to pay for it.’’

There is a question of, are we going
to hurt the children? Let me tell you
something. We guarantee that school
lunch programs will be continued for
the children of those who are born here
and for immigrant children as well. We
understand our responsibility. I thank
the Agriculture Committee for con-
tinuing this important program.

Let me touch on one other area. For
years we have had a gaming of the sys-
tem. We have had what you call wel-
fare shopping where people from one
jurisdiction will move in to an adjoin-
ing State so that they can get higher
benefits. We have seen the statistics. I
saw one county, when I offered this
provision 4-years ago to stop welfare
shopping, to eliminate it, to cut down
on it, they had this relatively small
county, and more than 600 families
moved in, people moved in to Niagara
County to get benefits. They were re-
ceiving welfare benefits in other
States, adjoining States. Since the ben-
efit level in New York was much high-
er, they found the system, and the
word spread. People moved in simply to
get on welfare.

That is not what this is about. What
does this bill do? It stops welfare shop-
ping. It says, if you move into a juris-
diction and you were previously on
welfare, you come into a system and go
right to the welfare commissioner to



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8093July 18, 1996
get your increased maintenance, you
will receive payments at the same level
for a year that you were receiving from
the adjoining State. So that is going to
stop that practice.

Again, President Roosevelt talked
about the narcotic. It seems to me that
this is what has taken place. We have
really been saying over generations
and generations, it is OK, it is OK; you
can game the system.

This bill includes $4 billion in addi-
tional child care funding that is not
available now. It is not available now.
That is a good bill. It makes sense. In
fact, this bill has more money for child
care, a larger contingency fund, great-
er financial incentives for States to
meet the work requirements, a higher
hardship exemption from the 5-year
limit, and a better maintenance of ef-
fort than the bill that we passed 87–12.

It is a superior bill. It has more safe-
ty for children. It provides more reve-
nue, more flexibility for States. To
what? To hurt people? No. To move
them off the cycle of dependency, to
move them into real work.

The bill has a 5-year limit on bene-
fits. It is necessary. It is an adequate
length of time for recipients to raise
their infants, straighten out their
lives, and get a job and make a better
life for themselves and their children.

Madam President, we have to be hon-
est with ourselves. May there be some
imperfections? Of course. Are we going
to say, though, if there is an imperfec-
tion that a State will duck out on their
legitimate responsibility to feed the
poor, to take care of the children, to
take care of those who are truly in
need? Are we really saying that some-
how those of us here in the Senate and
in the House of Representatives have a
higher standard of helping those who
are most in need than our local rep-
resentatives, than our Democratic leg-
islatures, than our Republican legisla-
tures and our Democratic Governors
and our Republican Governors? Is that
what we are really saying?

The system has been gamed. The sys-
tem has grown from $27 billion to over
$128 billion in the past 15 years—bil-
lions and billions more—no additional
freedom, no additional opportunity for
those it has entrapped. If one were to
look at the statistics, it is staggering.
Only 1 out of 20 who have dependent
children—only 1 out of 20—go to work.
Is that the legacy we are sowing? Is
that what Franklin Delano Roosevelt
meant when he said, again: If people
stay on welfare for prolonged periods of
time, it administers a narcotic to their
spirit. This dependency on welfare un-
dermines their humanity.

Think about that. How prophetic. I
think it has undermined their spirit,
their humanity. It makes them wards
of the state. Who wants to be a ward of
the state? Who wants to feel like a
second- or third-class citizen? Who
wants to feel like they are not carrying
their weight? Give our people an oppor-
tunity. Free them. Let us create the
incentive to move them into work. Do

not hold them in bondage. Let us not
get involved in the ridiculous politics
of one-upmanship.

Let us give to our States and local
administrators the ability to help
bring about this kind of change. It is
going to be tough. It is not going to be
easy. It is going to be very tough.
Some people may not make it. We may
not be totally successful. I daresay, we
will not be. But for every individual,
for every citizen that we help, who
gains that spirit of independence and
freedom, freedom to do for themselves,
economic freedom, freedom to stand up
and say, ‘‘I participate to the best of
my ability,’’ that is what we have to be
seeking.

I think it is about time that all of us,
Democrats, Republicans—this bill
passed overwhelmingly, 87 to 12. My
colleagues on the other side supported
it. Was it perfect then? No. Is it perfect
now? No. But it is better than doing
business as usual. The time for
sloganeering has passed, Madam Presi-
dent. Future generations need our help.
Some parents may not be happy about
what we are going to be doing, but to
those who are born and those who are
yet to be born, we have an obligation
to do what is right and to provide a
way and to provide an opportunity for
economic freedom.

I urge that we come together and
pass this bill. It is a good bill. It is not
perfect. It certainly will be helping
people—people—in this country and its
spirit.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. D’AMATO. Certainly.
Mr. DOMENICI. First, before I ask

the question, I see my friend, Senator
EXON is here, the ranking minority
member. A little while ago, I men-
tioned I have not seen the Senator’s
Democrat amendment yet and that it
was 800 pages, I understood. I ask the
Senator, did he have some suggestion
with reference to that amendment?

Mr. EXON. Yes, I did. I am not sure
how serious it was, but I heard the
strenuous objection to the 800 pages in
the amendment that is now before us. I
suggested maybe if the Republicans
would accept it, we would cut it down
to 700 pages. The Senator did not im-
mediately agree to that. Will the Sen-
ator take it under consideration?

Mr. DOMENICI. I think the Senator
has to get down to maybe 300, 400
pages. Then we might be interested.

Mr. EXON. That shows bipartisanship
and cooperation is working.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
wanted to ask Senator D’AMATO awhile
ago—he was talking about noncitizens
who are receiving welfare benefits. I
want to ask, because I think the Amer-
ican people somehow have missed over
the last 15, 20 years, because most of us
missed it, we were totally unaware, as
I understand it, that many Americans
were sending off to foreign countries
for their elders under an American pol-
icy that is so generous it just makes
you understand what a wonderful coun-

try we are. Under a policy of family
unification, we let a 45-year-old, 48-
year-old American send off to a foreign
country and bring their 65-year-old
mother or father to America.

Mr. D’AMATO. That is correct.
Mr. DOMENICI. Right. That 45, 48-

year-old American signs an agreement
that that relative will not become a
ward of the people of America, because
we have had a policy since our Revolu-
tionary days that noncitizens, aliens,
illegal aliens and aliens, would not be-
come wards of the state; thus, moving
aliens to become citizens and to be-
come productive. That was the reason-
ing.

Here is what has happened. That 45,
46, 47-year-old American, in good faith,
brought that elderly parent over here.
But what happened, I say to the Sen-
ator, is that in very short order they
found that the U.S. Government would
do nothing about it if they did not sup-
port them. So guess what happened?
They did not support them. So guess
what happens? Hundreds of thousands
are on SSI.

In fact, I want to show the Senator
this chart because it is so incredible. It
makes our point in the most descrip-
tive way you could. Of the general pop-
ulation, 2.9 percent of that general pop-
ulation are noncitizens over 65.

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield
on that point?

Mr. DOMENICI. In just a moment.
Look at this. And 29 percent of all of
those on SSI are noncitizens over 65, 10
times the proportion of the population
that they represent—10 times.

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield?
Mr. DOMENICI. I was borrowing his

time.
Mr. DODD. If the Senator will yield,

my colleague from New Mexico raised a
good point.

As I understand it, the underlying
bill that came out of committee bans
this. The substitute that is being of-
fered by the Democratic leader bans
this. Our colleague from New Mexico
has raised a good point here. As I un-
derstand it, both bills plug up this
loophole that the chairman of the
Budget Committee has so accurately
and properly pointed out.

Am I wrong on that?
Mr. D’AMATO. I do not know about

the——
Mr. DOMENICI. I have a lot of dif-

ficulty finding out what is in your bill.
As soon as we get the 800-page bill.

Mr. DODD. I am here to say it is in
the bill. We ban it. I presume it is
banned in the underlying bill, as well.

Mr. D’AMATO. It is banned in the un-
derlying bill.

Mr. DOMENICI. We agree it is there,
and we compliment you for, at least,
that page.

Mr. DODD. I just wanted to be clear
on that.

Mr. DOMENICI. Just to understand,
that is 1 million aliens who are on SSI.

Mr. D’AMATO. Improperly.
Mr. DOMENICI. Frankly, all we are

saying is that is not the way we in-
tended it, so fix it, and make sure it
does not happen.
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Now, we actually know, and I share

this with my friend from New York, we
actually know that there are games
taking place where people are educated
about how they can come here under
the circumstances I described and how
soon they can get on SSI. Now, if you
would like for this little dialog to show
how many are advantaged now by Med-
icaid, since Americans wonder about
Medicaid, let me give you the number.
I do not think you would have known
it. Madam President, 2.7 million aliens
are on Medicaid.

Mr. D’AMATO. Would my colleague
know how many billions of dollars a
year that is costing the taxpayers?

Mr. DOMENICI. I cannot remember.
Mr. D’AMATO. If we multiplied 2.7

million times $3,000 per recipient—and
that is a modest figure, because as they
are more elderly the cost even goes up
higher—we would find that is a shock-
ing figure. It seems to me that ap-
proaches over $6 billion a year—$6 bil-
lion a year. That is a round number.

Mr. DOMENICI. We figured it out. It
is $8.1 billion.

Mr. D’AMATO. So I gave you a low
figure of $6 billion.

I am happy to yield to my colleague
and friend but, again, let me simply
say what is taking place is that the no-
blest of purposes—as a result of the
culture that has developed in terms of
our present welfare system, it is doing
exactly what our great President
Franklin Delano Roosevelt said. He
said it would act as a narcotic to the
spirit of those who received these bene-
fits for a prolonged period of time, un-
dermine their humanity.

There is nothing more noble than
taking care of the elderly, taking care
of one’s parents and grandparents and
sending for them. That was why we
have this legislation. I think we dem-
onstrate how quickly that becomes un-
dermined when we now have a system
that encourages the abuse. I commend
my colleagues on the Democratic side
for saying, and recognizing, that this is
something that has to be dealt with.

Madam President, I strongly urge we
get done with the business of rhetoric
as it relates to talking about the need
for welfare reform and enact this legis-
lation substantially in the form that it
is, do the business of the people, and
particularly the business of future gen-
erations, of giving them an oppor-
tunity to really live the American
dream, to feel free, to feel that spirit of
independence that is a right of every
one of our citizens.

I yield the floor.
Mr. EXON. Madam President, may

we have the chart back up for a
minute. I yield myself such time as I
may need. I will be brief and then I will
yield to the next speaker on this side.

It is an interesting chart that my
friend and colleague brought up. We
have been debating this. I simply point
out that I think we are debating a
smelly dead polecat or a straw man.
Both of the bills, the Republican bill
and the amendment that we have of-

fered, both address what has been
pointed out here as something wrong.
Another way of saying that is that
there are general agreements on both
sides of the aisle that these kind of
things must be corrected.

I simply want to point out that we
agree with the points made by the
chairman, my friend and colleague
from New Mexico, and the junior Sen-
ator from New York. I simply say of
the 800-page bill that we have agreed to
cut down, one or two of the pages in
that bill that address the very same
thing that is adequately addressed in
your bill, are two of the pages that we
will not drop. I simply say, I think we
have enough to debate about. I want to
make the point there are lots of
similarities between the two bills, and
it may take 800 pages to define some of
the objections that we have which we
will continue to debate and point out.

I come back to the basic point I made
in the opening remarks on this side. We
are most concerned about children, and
while we recognize and agree and sa-
lute the opposition for some of the
changes they have made, we still think
more has to be done with regard to
children.

How much time remains on the
Daschle amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pro-
ponents have 31 minutes and 10 sec-
onds.

Mr. EXON. How much time does the
Senator from North Dakota need?

Mr. DORGAN. Twelve minutes.
Mr. EXON. I yield 12 minutes to the

Senator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I

appreciate the cooperation of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

I rise to support the work first
amendment offered by Senator
DASCHLE. This issue is not, as is often
portrayed, a caricature about Cadillac
welfare queens whom we have heard
about over a couple of decades of de-
bate about the welfare system. The
stereotype we hear about is this clip-
ping of a Cadillac welfare queen, living
in some big city, collecting a mul-
titude of checks with which to buy a
Cadillac and color television, and liv-
ing the life of leisure.

That is not what this debate is about.
It is about a welfare system, and this is
a serious subject, that affects the lives
of many, many people. This is the right
subject. The welfare system does not
work very well in this country. It does
not work very well for the taxpayers,
because there are able-bodied people
who make welfare a way of life and
should go to work. It does not work
very well for those on welfare because
it encourages them to stay there rath-
er than go to work. It does not work
well for kids, who are the most impor-
tant element in this issue.

I have told my colleagues about the
young boy I have never forgotten, a
young boy named David who came to
testify at a committee hearing. He
lived in a homeless shelter with his
mother in New York, moving back and

forth between shelters. He testified be-
fore a committee on hunger and said,
‘‘No 10-year-old boy like me should
have to put his head down on his desk
at school in the afternoon because it
hurts to be hungry.’’ I have never for-
gotten this young fellow and what he
said.

The debate about this bill is increas-
ingly about children, about those who
live in circumstances that are trou-
bled, about those who are born in cir-
cumstances of poverty, about those
who have suffered setbacks in their
lives. Two-thirds of the welfare expend-
itures in America are for the benefit of
kids under 16 years of age. If you listen
to some of the debate, you would be-
lieve that welfare is essentially, if not
entirely, about giving a check to an
able-bodied person so she can find a
LA-Z-BOY couch or chair and lean
back, and watch television, while
drinking a quart of beer. That is the
caricature drawn of welfare recipients,
but that is wrong.

Two-thirds of the welfare dollars are
spent for children under 16 years of
age. No one here would sensibly say it
is time to kick 10-year-olds out and
have them go to work, get a good job,
and take care of themselves. Children
in this country, born in circumstances
of poverty, did not ask for that, and we
owe it to them to care about their
lives.

I mentioned that welfare is the right
subject, because the current welfare
system does not work very well. The
fact is, there are many similarities be-
tween what the Republicans and Demo-
crats in the Congress believe on welfare
reform. We tend to emphasize the dif-
ferences, but we have much in com-
mon.

There is an avalanche of teen preg-
nancies in this country, and too many
of them end up on welfare and are un-
prepared to take care of children. We
need a national crusade to try to re-
duce the number of teenage preg-
nancies in this country. That is one
way to address the welfare issue. We do
that in the amendment that is before
the body now.

There is an army of deadbeat dads in
America, men who have babies and
leave, saying, ‘‘Yes, it is my baby, but
not my responsibility, and I do not in-
tend to pay a cent for that child.’’
Guess who pays for that child? The
American taxpayer. This bill says:
Deadbeat dads, avoiding your respon-
sibility is over. If you have children,
you have a responsibility to help pay
for the care of those children. And you
have a responsibility to the American
taxpayer.

Tens of billions of dollars in child
support payments that are owed by
deadbeat dads who have left and said,
‘‘The kids I fathered are none of my
business.’’ This bill says: I am sorry,
but you are wrong, and we are going to
make sure that in the future you take
responsibility for those children.

Yes, there are able-bodied people in
this country who believe that welfare
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can be a way of life. This bill says, you
are wrong. This bill says that we in-
tend to turn welfare offices into em-
ployment offices. We intend to say to
welfare people—those who are able-
bodied—If you are able-bodied and need
a helping hand, if you are down and
out, down on your luck, if you have
just had a fire and lost everything in
your trailer home, lost your job, suf-
fered health consequences, or you have
suffered a multitude of problems, we
want to reach out and give you a help-
ing hand. We want to help you back up,
to help you get back on your feet, and
to give you a chance.

That is what our welfare system
ought to be. But it ought to also say
that you have a responsibility as well.
Yes, we will help you get back on your
feet, but you have to be involved in
helping yourself, and you have certain
responsibilities. If all of the American
taxpayers are going to help you, you
have a responsibility to help yourself.
That is also what this legislation does.

Work is the focus of this bill for
those who are able-bodied. This is a
tough bill, but a fair bill. It reforms
the welfare system in the right way. It
says that if you take responsibility for
yourself, the Government will provide
you with a temporary helping hand. It
says we will provide you with the tools
to get back into the work force and
when you get there, we expect you to
stay there. This amendment requires
the able-bodied to sign a contract
agreeing to go to work. It also says
that if you fail to live up to the terms
of that contract, your benefits will be
terminated immediately.

The plan is flexible. It gives State
and local governments the ability to be
creative in developing their plans. But
this plan especially recognizes that
child care and job training are the
linchpins to solving the welfare prob-
lem for those who are able-bodied.

I have told my colleagues of getting
up in 6 in the morning and going to a
homeless shelter in this town, Wash-
ington, DC, and talking to a young
woman who had several children, and
then driving back to the Capitol Build-
ing about 8 in the morning and think-
ing to myself, if I had been that young
woman, what would I have done? Would
I be able to climb out of the cir-
cumstances she found herself in, with a
husband who left her, a need to care for
several children, no job, no skills, but
certainly not a desire to remain in that
circumstance? This is not someone who
said to me over pancakes at the shel-
ter, ‘‘I really want to stay on welfare.’’
With tears in her eyes, she said, ‘‘I
want to go to work. I want to get a
place to live. I want to provide for my
kids. I want to get skills so I can get a
good job.’’ I was trying to think on the
way back to the Capitol, I wonder how
I could deal with that if I were her.
Well, if you save for the first and last
month’s rent to get an apartment, they
will cut you back on the AFDC pay-
ments. So you cannot save in order to
get into an apartment. So no housing,

no home. You will remain homeless. If
you go get a minimum wage job frying
hamburgers, as she did, what happens?
You lose your children’s Medicaid ben-
efits. No health care for your children.
If you try to go find some job training,
where do you put your kids? Is anybody
going to pay child care? No. So they
are trapped. This young lady was
trapped and she did not want more
help. She did not want more welfare.
She wanted to find a way out of that
trap—to find a job, help provide for her
kids, to give her hope and an oppor-
tunity for the future. That is what this
debate is about.

This debate says it is unfair to the
American taxpayers to pay for those
who are able-bodied and stay at home.
But it also recognizes that most people
finding themselves on welfare want a
way out, a way up, a way to improve
their lives. This legislation offers that
helping hand by saying that you have a
responsibility, even as we help you. If
you fail to meet that responsibility, we
will not help. The amendment says,
with respect to the issue of teen preg-
nancies, there will be no more inde-
pendent households for teen mothers
on welfare. None. Stay at home and
stay in school. You must live with an
adult family member or in a supervised
setting where you can learn the skills
to become a responsible parent. If you
do not, there will be no benefits.

Some will say that is tough, and it is
tough. But it is what we must do to re-
form this welfare plan. I have talked
about the many challenges we face in
Congress today. I summarized it by
talking about kids, jobs, and values.
That summarizes most of the chal-
lenges we face in Congress—dealing
with kids, jobs, and values. The welfare
debate touches all of those areas. It is,
most importantly, an issue of what do
we do about kids born in circumstances
of poverty, born into a life that they
did not choose. They did not ask to be
born in poverty. What do we say to
them? Do we say, ‘‘You have value,
merit, and we intend to help you, and
we care about your lives’’?

Welfare reform is about jobs, moving
people from circumstances of welfare
to employment, and to the ability to
take care of themselves. Values? Yes,
it is also about values. Do we value
work over welfare? If so, let us apply
those judgments in welfare reform, on
the minimum wage and in other areas.
Let us say to the folks at the bottom of
the economic ladder in America that
we are going to help you climb up the
ladder and help you reach your full po-
tential.

In my final remaining moments, let
me tell my colleagues, I think for the
second time, about Caroline, because
she is an object lesson, it seems to me,
of what we are discussing today.

Caroline was a wonderful Norwegian
woman, who married a man named
Otto in Oslo, Norway, came to this
country and settled in St. Paul, MN.
Otto tragically died. When Otto died,
Caroline had six children. She took the

six children and moved to the prairies
of North Dakota and settled in a tent
in Indian Creek Township, I believe, in
Hettinger County, ND. They lived in a
tent. Then this strong Norwegian
woman built a home, raised a family,
started a homestead and became a
North Dakota farmer.

I can only guess what kind of
strength and courage it took for this
Norwegian woman, losing her husband,
to move to the prairies of North Da-
kota and pitch a tent and raise her
family and start her farm. But she did
it. And she had a son, and her son had
a daughter, and her daughter had me.
That is how I came to live in Hettinger
County, ND.

I told that story one day on a radio
show when I was asked about my herit-
age. And somebody called in and said,
‘‘Isn’t it lucky that we did not have a
welfare program at the turn of the cen-
tury, because Caroline never would
have left St. Paul; she would have
stayed there and stayed on welfare.’’ I
said, ‘‘Well, who do you think gave
Caroline the land when she home-
steaded 160 acres in Hettinger County,
ND? The Federal Government.’’

The Homestead Act said what we are
trying to say in this welfare bill. We
want to help those who are willing to
help themselves. It was good policy
then. It is good policy now.

I hope that in the name of Caroline—
and in the name of children across this
country—and in the name of common
sense we will pass a welfare reform bill
that is a bipartisan effort to under-
stand that this Senate needs to do
what is right to address one of the vex-
ing problems of the day.

Mr. President, thank you for your in-
dulgence.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
The Senator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from Connecticut is patiently
waiting. About how much time does
the Senator need?

Mr. DODD. I do not know. I see my
colleagues from Pennsylvania and New
Mexico. I can wait.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time
would the Senator like?

Mr. SANTORUM. Five minutes.
Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 10 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized for up to 10 minutes.
Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Senator

from New Mexico.
Mr. President, I want to respond to

the speeches about the Work First Act.
This is, from what I can tell, an 800-

page amendment that has been submit-
ted without giving anyone on the other
side a preview of that amendment, or
any kind of opportunity to review an
800-page document. We were handed a
background brief which is on one side
of the paper. I think it is five or six
pages of one-sided paper with fairly big
type. It is not much information. There
are, in fact, a lot of questions about
the exemptions that are provided for to
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the rules that sound very good but like
previous bills that I have seen come
from the Democratic leader, while the
appearance, the facade, looks nice,
there are a lot of holes in the floor for
the people to drop through and stay in
the current system, and, in fact, in the
end the current system is alive and
well after we have gone through great
effort to pass something.

This bill does, from what I have
seen—at least what they admit to in
this background brief; I think ‘‘brief’’
is probably the applicable word here—
there are essentially no time limits
left. Under the Republican bill, under
the bill that passed the U.S. Senate
last year 87 to 12, there is a time limit
on welfare. After 5 years, you are off
AFDC; you had your time to, in a
sense, get an education, get training,
do job search, work, get that experi-
ence, and after 5 years the social con-
tract was, in a sense, at an end.

That is important for the reason that
we have to—just like all programs
where you are dealing with people who
are troubled and need to turn their
lives around, it is important to set a
time limit, some sort of goal, and some
sort of time where people have to hit
the wall. We provide in this bill, and we
provide in the bill that we passed last
year, a hardship exemption for those
who were having a tough time still and
realize, ‘‘Hey, look, you are trying.
You are still working.’’ We allow a per-
centage of up to 20 percent of the peo-
ple in the system to continue to re-
ceive benefits. Will they do that in this
bill, in the Democratic substitute? In
addition, people who hit the 5-year
limit—everybody continues to receive
vouchers which is, in a sense, a cash
payment. They say, ‘‘Well, it is vouch-
ers for the children.’’

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SANTORUM. I can tell you while

there are vouchers for the children, the
parents get the vouchers. The parents
spend the money for the children.

I am happy to yield.
Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Senator

for yielding because the Senator is
making an incorrect statement. Under
the amendment that I am going to
offer, which I happen to have written,
it is very clear that the vouchers do
not go to the parent or to the children.
They go to a third party. They go to
the people who provide the services.
They cannot be given to the parent by
law. They do not go to the parent.
They do not go to the child. They go to
the person who provides the benefit,
the clothing, or the food, or perhaps a
2-year-old child whose parent has been
cut off of welfare.

I ask the question of the Senator.
What would he say to a small child
whose parent has been cut off of any
assistance and that kid could not have
the food? What does he say to that kid?

Mr. SANTORUM. I would say one
thing. No. 1, under the Republican bill
that family still is eligible for food
stamps. That family is still eligible for
food stamps; still eligible for other

medical benefits and other kinds of
welfare services. What they are not eli-
gible for—and what your vouchers are
replacing—is cash.

So what you are doing is taking a
cash program and turning it into a
services program that does not have to
be used for food, and can be used—
again, I have to apologize. There is not
much detail in this thing. So I am
groping a little bit for my own infor-
mation. I appreciate the Senator’s re-
sponding and filling it in. But what you
are filling in for—you already have
people qualifying for food stamps, you
already have people who are continuing
to qualify for Medicaid, you already
have people who continue, if they are
eligible today, to qualify for housing.
None of that changes. What we elimi-
nate is cash, and what you replace it
with is pseudocash, which is in a sense
the same thing.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SANTORUM. Yes.
Mr. BREAUX. The Senator talks

about food stamps. For the first time,
you are taking the Food Stamp Pro-
gram and, through block grants, States
do not have to use their money for food
stamps if they do not want to.

Mr. SANTORUM. We did in the bill,
as we did in the bill that passed 87 to 12
on this floor, allow States the option
to take a block grant for food stamps,
the option which was again approved
by 87 votes on this floor.

Mr. BREAUX. The question is: Is it
not possible that the States do not
have to provide food stamps for the
child you are talking about if they do
not want to?

Mr. SANTORUM. If they take the op-
tion for the block grant, they can de-
sign this program, which has to be ap-
proved by the Secretary, of course. I
am sure there are going to be some
limitations on that.

Mr. BREAUX. You are mandating.
Mr. SANTORUM. No. There is man-

date. But I would suspect, knowing the
Governors I have talked to on this
issue, if they are going to come to the
point where they are going to end cash
assistance, they are not going to take
food stamp benefits away. In fact, the
Congressional Budget Office, when they
scored our bill, in fact, provided for an
increase in food stamp expenditures be-
cause of the reduction in the AFDC
payment. Therefore, you have less in-
come in the family and, therefore, they
are eligible for more food stamps. So
food stamps have actually a
counterbalancing influence on the re-
duction of cash. That is provided for in
our bill.

But I think the point is here what
you are doing is continuing the entitle-
ment which is continued in this bill,
No. 1.

No. 2, what you are doing is allowing
families to legitimately make an eco-
nomic decision which they make today,
which is not to work, to stay on wel-
fare, and to be able to survive doing so.

What we want to do, except for those
cases that are hardship, except for

those cases where people are really try-
ing in high-unemployment areas, have
problems one way or another with
their family and holding down a job—
we are not talking about people who
are disabled. People who are disabled
are not even in the program. We are
taking about able-bodied people who
are capable of working. We are saying
to 20 percent of those people, we are
going to allow you to stay after 5 years
because we know there might be situa-
tions where it is tough. But the rest of
you, yes, we will have an expectation
that after 5 years you can get a job.
You should be able to hold that job.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SANTORUM. Yes.
Mr. BREAUX. Is that the Senator’s

premise of what he is trying to accom-
plish? Let me read a very short descrip-
tion of what a voucher program does,
and tell me why he disagrees with it. It
says a voucher provided to a family
under this law shall be based on the
State’s assessment of the need of the
child of the family. That shall be deter-
mined from the day of the subsistence
need of the child; that it is effectively
designed to appropriately pay third
parties for shelter, goods, and services
received by the child; and, third, fi-
nally, it is payable directly to such
third parties.

If a State decides to have a 24-month
termination of a parent because they
do not follow the rules, what is wrong
with this provision taking care of the
needs of the child designed by the
State to take care of the needs deter-
mined by the State to be payable to a
third party on the subsistence needs of
the child? If they talk about food
stamps, it would not qualify under
this.

We are talking about assistance
needs of the child. Food stamps would
include food.

Mr. SANTORUM. Sure. I can respond.
Again, it is very hard to respond be-
cause you may be looking at the bill. I
just got it.

Mr. BREAUX. We got it this morn-
ing.

Mr. SANTORUM. That bill came
through the Finance Committee. You
are on that committee. You saw it
when it came through that committee.
You had the markup when this came
through the committee. You have the
markup document before you, No. 1.
No. 2, let me just say that what you
say here again in your description is to
provide non cash aid; maintain a mini-
mal safety net for the children.

Who determines that in your bill?
Mr. BREAUX. The State.
Mr. SANTORUM. The State deter-

mines the minimal safety and the Fed-
eral Government has no oversight?

Mr. BREAUX. Let me read it again.
A voucher provided to a family under
this law shall be made on the State’s
assessment of the need of the child—
not the Federal Government, not
Washington, but the States.

Mr. SANTORUM. This is an optional
voucher program.
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Mr. BREAUX. It is a voucher of 5

years, optional on behalf of the State.
The cutoff in less than 5 years is man-
datory on the part of the child.

Mr. SANTORUM. If it is less than 5
years, and the people are not working,
this is a difficult——

Mr. BREAUX. Not the parent. The
parent gets zero under my amendment.
We are talking about a child maybe 2
years old that cannot work.

Mr. SANTORUM. Or a child 16 years
hold who can work.

Mr. BREAUX. Or a child 3 years old
who cannot work.

Mr. SANTORUM. Or a child 17 years
old who can. We can go back and forth.
But the fact is we are talking about all
children; that is, under 18. The point I
am trying to make is, the question I
am trying to have answered here is, if
it is under five years, you mandate
that the State provide a voucher to
someone who is unwilling to work.

Mr. BREAUX. If it is less than 5
years and the parent is cut off, the
child, as determined by the State, has
to receive a voucher to provide the sub-
sistence needs of that particular child.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). The Senator’s time has
expired.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. In part of this dialog

some 4 minutes ago, the question came
up on block grants for food stamps. I
might say the Republican bill before us
here says the State has the option, but
I would suggest that you read further,
because it says that 85 percent of that
money, if they choose to block it, must
be used for nutrition. I believe that is
correct in terms of the underlying bill.

I am going to yield now. We should
be moving to the other side. Might I
ask Senator EXON, does the Senator
know how many more speakers there
are on the Democratic substitute?

Mr. EXON. There is the Senator from
Connecticut and there is myself and
the Senator from Louisiana, so that is
three.

Mr. DOMENICI. And how much time
is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska controls 17 min-
utes, 21 seconds; the Senator from New
Mexico controls 27 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from Connecticut would be next.
How much time does the Senator from
Connecticut need?

Mr. DODD. I see one of the authors,
my colleague from Louisiana, so I will
try about 7 minutes or so.

Mr. EXON. I have some time that I
can yield off the bill.

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague.
Ten minutes, if I can.

Mr. EXON. Ten minutes. I yield 10
minutes off the bill to the Senator
from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for
up to 10 minutes.

Mr. DODD. I thank the Chair. I thank
my colleague from Nebraska.

Let me begin by thanking the Demo-
cratic leader, Senator DASCHLE, along
with our colleague, Senator BREAUX, of
Louisiana, and Senator MIKULSKI, of
Maryland, who are the principal au-
thors of this alternative. I commend
them for it.

I draw my colleagues’ attention to
the exchange between our colleagues
from Pennsylvania and Louisiana that
comes to one of the critical elements
as far as I am concerned. It is the criti-
cal distinction between what is being
offered by the majority and what we
are offering in the alternative. That is,
Mr. President, the children.

I do not think there is any debate
among us here about trying to get the
adults from welfare to work. There are
2 million people out of roughly 275 mil-
lion that we are going to put to work.

Let me begin by framing this in
mathematical terms so people can get
a conception in their minds of what we
are talking about. We are a nation of
some 270 million people, thereabouts.
What we are talking about is Federal
welfare, aid to families with dependent
children. There are 13 million people in
the United States on AFDC, aid to fam-
ilies with dependent children, out of a
nation of 270 million. Of that 13 mil-
lion, Mr. President, 4.1 million are
adults and 8.8 million of that 13 million
are children under the age of 18. And 78
percent, almost 80 percent of that 8.8
million are under the age of 12; roughly
50 percent of that 8.8 million are under
the age of 6.

I do not think the debate here is
about whether or not we can take 2
million of the 4 million adults out of a
nation of 270 million and put them to
work. That we all agree on. What this
side of the aisle has so much trouble
with and why there is such a fun-
damental disagreement here relates to
the 8.8 million children—80 percent of
whom are under the age of 12. People
who are 16 or 17, I presume they are al-
most adults; they can work. But I do
not know of anyone, Mr. President, re-
gardless of ideology or political persua-
sion, who is going to look into the eyes
of a child and say, ‘‘I am sorry. Be-
cause your parent did not get a job, be-
cause the recession happened, because
there were not enough jobs, you are out
of it. We cannot help you any longer.’’

I do not understand that sort of ap-
proach. It would break a tradition in
this country, regardless of party and
political persuasion, that has existed
for more than a half a century. We
have said, when it comes to America’s
kids, the circumstance they are born
into is none of their doing. It is none of
their doing. And yet if a 6-year-old
child is starving, is hungry, we ought
to find subsistence help. That is what
my colleague from Louisiana was just
talking about, some form of subsist-
ence assistance for them.

Mr. President, I am going to focus
these brief remarks on the children. I
do not make any argument about

whether we want to make it 2 years or
5 years to get people off of welfare to
work. I’m talking about roughly 2 mil-
lion or 4 million of 270 million. I figure
we ought to be able to figure out how
to do that.

I am really concerned about these in-
fants and children. We see under the
proposal offered by the majority that
we do not have health and safety
standards for child care if the parents
go to work. These children under the
age of 12 who are going to need a child
care setting. Yet the bill eliminates to-
day’s health and safety standards for
child care settings.

We have standards for automobiles
that must be met, emission controls
that must be met. We have standards
for pets in this country that must be
met. For the life of me, I do not under-
stand why we will not have health and
safety standards for America’s children
in a child care setting. What is so radi-
cal or outrageous about saying that on
basic health and safety, children who
are put into a child care setting ought
to have that minimum guarantee.

I will offer an amendment, assum-
ing—I hope it is not the case—that the
Democratic alternative is rejected, to
try to correct that situation on health
and safety standards. I am hopeful my
colleagues will support it.

Senator HATCH and I, 6 years ago,
wrote the child care legislation and in-
cluded health and safety standards, and
we have worked with it pretty well
over the last 6 years. It is not in this
bill. I would urge that we put it back
in. The Democratic alternative does
that. We have in our bill a minimum
requirement that would require quality
of child care.

If we are saying to these parents,
which we should, we want you to get to
work, and we want you to be self-suffi-
cient. Then we have to say that when
these children are being cared for,
there is going—Mr. President, I am
having a hard time even hearing my
own self speaking.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend.

The Senate will come to order.
The Senator from Connecticut.
Mr. DODD. I thank the Chair.
So, Mr. President, the health and

safety standards, the quality of our
child care settings, again, this ought
not be a question of partisan disagree-
ment here. As I said, if we are going to
have quality controls on automobiles
and pets, then we ought to do it for
child care settings. If you try to place
your pet in some place over the week-
end when you go on your vacation,
there are standards for where your pet
is kept. And yet this bill says that the
standards where you place your child 8
hours a day as you go to work are not
required.

I do not know why this ought to be
the subject of partisan disagreement,
and yet it is. And so when you talk
about welfare reform, it is critically
important that health and safety
standards and quality be included. We
will offer alternatives in that regard.
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I also want to emphasize the point

that the Senator from Louisiana just
made to our colleague from Pennsylva-
nia about a voucher system at the end
of 5 years or 2 years. In my view, you
can put any level you want on it. My
concern is, what happens to the kids at
that point? What happens to those chil-
dren at the end of 2 years? For some of
the adults, let us assume they will be
going off to work. But let us assume
for a second they cannot. What hap-
pens to those kids? You cut off the par-
ents. OK, I do not like that, and I think
you have a problem with that. But for
the life of me, why would you say to
the child, you lose.

The voucher system here provides
the safety net. And, of course, under
the bill offered by the majority, in fact,
it is mandatory—mandatory—there be
no voucher system. It specifically pro-
hibits it. It does not even give the
State the option. It mandates that no
voucher exist at all.

I do not understand that. I do not un-
derstand that at all.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.
Mr. DODD. Let me, if I can, finish my

remarks, because time is brief here,
and then I will be glad at the end, if I
do have an extra minute, to yield to
my colleague.

The proposal offered by the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota
and the Senator from Louisiana offers
a safety net for children that I urge my
colleagues to look at. The voucher sys-
tem that allows for that safety net for
children.

The same on the food stamp issue
that has been raised earlier. Again, by
block granting it, you run the risk in
certain States, because the political
will is not there—and my colleagues
know as well as I do that can happen—
then the food stamp issue is also lost.

I hope that is not the case. I heard
my colleague from Pennsylvania ear-
lier say he did not think that would
happen. I hope he is right. But I do not
know why we cannot require some safe-
ty net so all of us on a national level
know these children are not going to be
adversely affected.

One of the other provisions that has
not been the subject of much debate is
the penalties imposed by the major-
ity’s proposal. We are told by the Con-
gressional Budget Office that many
States will not be able to meet the cri-
teria laid out in the legislation, the
standards here, and that in fact they
will be imposing penalties of 5 percent
of the assistance they will be receiving
under this bill in the first year. Then it
is cumulative. Whatever that number
is, the penalty the first year, if there is
a penalty the second it is 5 percent on
that number. The point is, as has been
pointed out by some of our Governors,
this is an unfunded mandate, because
that falls on the States, on local tax-
payers. One estimate from one Gov-
ernor is it may be as much as $12 bil-
lion in an unfunded mandate on the
States as a result of the penalties being
imposed if States do not get the num-

bers of people to work in the timeframe
they are required to under our legisla-
tion.

Again, I assume most of the States
will try to get it done, but I think all
of us know what happens when a reces-
sion or other economic difficulties hit.
For one reason or another, the States
would not meet those standards and
the penalty is imposed. Then it gets cu-
mulative thereafter. We collect that
back. So that is, in effect, a tax, an un-
funded mandate on the States. And I
am looking specifically at our col-
league in the chair because he authored
very effectively, at the very outset of
this Congress, a very successful piece
of legislation on unfunded mandates. I
urge him to look at this, because Gov-
ernor Carper of Delaware and others at
the Governors Conference raised this
issue included in the majority bill, and
I do not think any of us would like to
see an unfunded mandate imposed as a
result of this legislation despite our ac-
tivities earlier in this Congress.

I end where I began here. My concern
is about these children, these kids.

I ask unanimous consent I be able to
proceed for 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. My concern is children.
Again, on the health and safety stand-
ards, on the quality, on the vouchers
and food, it seems to me we ought to
try to correct these mistakes. Again,
remember, we are talking about put-
ting 2 million adults out of 4 million
adults on welfare to work over the next
5 years, out of a Nation of 270 million
people. Of the 8.8 million children on
welfare, 80 percent are under the age of
12, 50 percent under the age of 6—of the
8.8 million. We ought to be able to say
to those infants and those children
that there is a safety net here. We are
going to try to see to it that your par-
ents go to work, but for whatever rea-
son if they are unable to do it, no mat-
ter what we do to them, you are not
going to be adversely affected by this.
That ought not to be that hard to do.
I do not understand why we cannot find
common ground on that issue as we try
to achieve the goal of putting people,
adults on welfare, to work without
jeopardizing the children. That is the
simple question.

Can we not write a bill, can we not
come together and write a bill that
puts people from welfare to work and
does not adversely affect infants, in-
fants in this country who I think will
be hurt as a result of the legislation, if
adopted unamended, as the majority
has presented it?

Mr. President, I see my colleague
from Pennsylvania standing. I will be
glad to ask for an additional minute if
he wanted to ask me a question, or
maybe my colleague from New Mexico
would.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do
we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 27 minutes,
the Senator from Nebraska, 17 min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I do
have a question of the Senator. Let me
state something first. I stated before in
my opening comments that the Sen-
ator from Connecticut and the Senator
from New York said and repeated that
what they care about is the children. I
suggest the current system reflects
that all the care that has been ex-
pressed for children, here, has not
panned out into a reality that children
are cared for. That is the real issue.

We can all care about children. The
question is, are children cared for and
by whom? What we are trying to do
here, in this bill, is to make sure, not
that we feel good about caring for chil-
dren—I am sure the Senator from Con-
necticut knows that everybody in this
Chamber cares for children; that is not
the issue, to measure our care—it is to
measure whether children are cared for
and by whom.

What we do here in our bill is to try
to rebuild a culture that has been sys-
tematically destroyed by the welfare
system to make sure that there are
families to care for children; that there
are communities where children are
safe again. As long as you continue the
welfare entitlement, the dependency
structure of unlimited welfare, you will
not get care for children. You will not
get caring neighborhoods. You will not
get caring communities. You will not
have stable families. It is a reality.
You are looking at it today. That is
why we are here.

Mr. DODD. If my colleague will
yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. I just ask this ques-
tion of my friend from Connecticut.
Does your bill create a day care enti-
tlement?

Mr. DODD. No.
Mr. SANTORUM. You say in your bill

that ‘‘all children will receive day
care.’’

Mr. DODD. No, we block grant——
Mr. SANTORUM. You say all chil-

dren will receive day care. I will read
from it. ‘‘To help recipients get and
keep a job, child care will be made
available to all those required to
work.’’ That sounds like a quasi-enti-
tlement.

Mr. DODD. If the parents go to work,
we are trying to provide a setting for
those children in that situation. Rath-
er than have them go onto the streets,
there is some child care setting for
them.

Mr. SANTORUM. As the Senator
from Connecticut knows, under the Re-
publican bill before you, we spent $4
billion—‘‘b’’ billion—$4 billion more on
child care than under current law and
almost $2 billion more than what the
President believes he needs for day
care. So we spend a lot more money.
The question——

Mr. DODD. The Senator did not hear
me suggest I was going to offer an
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amendment to add additional funds for
child care. I said health and safety
standards. And I appreciate the fact we
are going to be able to get more on
child care. I say to my colleague, it
will probably be inadequate. If, in fact,
we get everybody to work, the money
there will not provide for the child care
needs for those families. I do not think
anybody will tell you that it would be
adequate. But I appreciate the fact
there is more money and I appreciate
the fact the Senator from Delaware,
who is the chairman, is responsible for
that.

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask for 1 addi-
tional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SANTORUM. The second ques-
tion is on the vouchers issue, and the
Senator from Louisiana, while he re-
sponded to a question was not respond-
ing to my question. He was responding
to the provision in his amendment, not
the provision in the amendment before
us.

You suggest the Republican bill for-
bids vouchers after 5 years.

Mr. DODD. Right.
Mr. SANTORUM. I am sure the Sen-

ator from Connecticut knows that
what it forbids is Federal dollars to be
used for vouchers after 5 years. States
can give vouchers using their own dol-
lars for an unlimited period of time.
Obviously, if they do not, if they use
their money—there is a discrete
amount of money here. What we are
saying is you have to focus that money
on the 5 years. If you want to extend
beyond the 5 years, then use your own
dollars.

Conversely, what you would say is,
look, you can use our dollars after 5
years, which means you would nec-
essarily have to take it out of the first
5 years. We do not think that money
should come out of the first 5 years. We
think there should be an intensive ef-
fort in 5 years, committing every Fed-
eral resource possible to that 5-year
transition period, to get those people
to work and not hold out money, Fed-
eral dollars, for a continuation of wel-
fare into the future. That is the philo-
sophical difference.

Mr. DODD. Let me respond, if I may,
to my colleague. Two points. One, on
child care, there is a cap on entitle-
ments on the child care issue. I ask for
30 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. It is a capped entitlement
on child care, so it will not be in-
creased.

Mr. SANTORUM. It is a new entitle-
ment?

Mr. DODD. Let me respond. You
asked the question. Let me respond.

In regard to the issue of the vouch-
ers, obviously the States and localities
can do what they want. But we are
talking about our Federal involvement
here. We prohibit the use of the Fed-
eral funds, of our money, Federal
money, if you will, to go for the vouch-

er system. I just suggest that, if we are
going to put people to work as we
should, and if for some reason States
are unable to meet those standards,
then those children, whatever else you
want to do with the adults, ought to
have a safety net. The voucher ought
to be a system they can use to provide
for that safety net. We say that States
ought to be able to provide that. The
bill by the majority prohibits it. Obvi-
ously, we cannot stop a State from
doing what it wants, but why would we
prohibit them from using these mon-
eys?

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask for 1 addi-
tional minute to respond.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SANTORUM. I would respond by
saying, as the Senator from Connecti-
cut knows, we are talking about origi-
nally 25 percent of the AFDC popu-
lation, able-bodied AFDC popu-
lation——

Mr. DODD. Four million.
Mr. SANTORUM. Yes—going into

this system, increasing up to 70 percent
over the next 5 years. Within that cat-
egory, 20 percent are exempted for
hardship. That means they can go be-
yond the 5 years and still receive Fed-
eral dollars after 5 years. We are talk-
ing about a limited number of people
who are able-bodied, who have had 5
years, who are not designated by the
State as hardship. That is not a high
hurdle to get over.

Mr. DODD. I do not have any dis-
agreement on that. On the adult side I
have no disagreement. My focus is on
the 8.8 million kids, 80 percent under
the age of 12. That is the focus of my
concern. My fear is the children are not
being adequately protected at all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Who yields
time?

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. How much time does the

Senator from Nebraska have left on the
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has 16 minutes, 15
seconds.

Mr. EXON. On the Daschle amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. EXON. I yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized for
up to 10 minutes.

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I think a lot of this is

getting far more complicated than it
deserves. It is a serious issue, but it is
not that complicated. I think the work
first amendment that has been offered
by the distinguished Democratic lead-
er, Senator DASCHLE, is a very good
compromise. It is fair, it emphasizes
work, and it sets time limits for people
on welfare. It also, I think, however, is
good for children. It is tough on work,
but it is good for kids.

Welfare reform must be about getting
a check by working as opposed to get-
ting a check by not working. We all
agree with that. Democrats have said
very strongly that we believe that
there should be time limits; that peo-
ple should be required to work; that an
unmarried mother should be required
to live with an adult, in an adult fam-
ily, with her own family, if that is pos-
sible, but with adult supervision; that
we should have a time limit on how
long someone can be on welfare. It can-
not be forever.

Our amendment says there is a life-
time limit of 5 years, and a State has
the option under our bill to set shorter
limits if they want. My own State of
Louisiana has been approved to set
time limits for welfare as low as 24
months, 2 years.

But what I am talking about when we
are talking about these vouchers for
kids is that all of us believe that while
we are being so tough on a parent, that
we should not be tough on an innocent
child and an innocent victim who did
not ask to be brought into this world.
What good do we do by telling a 2-year-
old that we are going to throw him or
her out without any help or assistance?

The voucher proposal which I have as
an amendment to be offered later on
simply says that if a State determines
to terminate a person on welfare as-
sistance in a period shorter than 5
years, that that State must use the
Federal and State money that they
have to help pay for essential needs of
a child.

My amendment says that the State
shall do an assessment of that child.
They still determine the need of that
child. The child may need diapers, the
child may need medicine, the child
may be older and need book supplies,
good gosh, to go to school, which we all
should support, or may need food be-
cause they are hungry and the Food
Stamp Program is not adequate.

The State makes the determination
of the need of that child, and then after
they have made the determination,
they determine vouchers for that
child’s benefits. The parent does not
get it. Everybody wants to penalize the
parent. The voucher does not go to the
parent under my amendment. The
voucher would go to the third party
who is going to provide the essential
needs for the child. Maybe it is a food
supply organization, maybe it is a
school, maybe it is a drugstore for
medicine for the child. They would get
the voucher under the State program,
and they would take care of the needs
of that child as determined by the
State.

Is it too much for us in Congress to
say to a State that we are giving most
of the money to that you have to use
those moneys to take care of children
who are innocent victims while we are
being so tough on the parent?

I support time limits of parents. I
support making them go to work. I
support making them be responsible
and live with an adult if they are going
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to receive AFDC assistance. My gosh,
can’t we be, in this great country of
ours, with the economic benefits that
we all participate in, strong enough
also to say we are going to somehow
protect the needs of innocent children?

We are close on this. It should not be
a big disagreement. After 5 years, we
say we allow the State to do it, but the
Republican proposal forbids it. Why, if
the State wants to do it, can they not
use the block grant money they get to
do this? If the State sees a child that
they think is in need, why should we
not at least allow the State, under this
wonderful block grant concept, to pro-
vide vouchers for children after 5 years
if the State wants to do it with the
block grant money that they get? Yet,
the Republican bill forbids it.

I think that is too extreme. Let the
State make the decision. If the State
wants to forbid it, all right, let them
do it. But if the State wants to do it
with the block grant money they are
getting, allow them to do it. Then, if it
is less than 5 years, if they want to cut
off the assistance to a parent in 2 years
or 3 years or 4 years, we think that the
moneys that Washington and the
States are providing together should at
least be used to take care of the child
while we are being tough on the parent.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BREAUX. All this should be

about putting work first but not chil-
dren last.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. BREAUX. Yes, I yield.
Mr. GREGG. Is it my understanding

that in your proposal, the States are
mandated to use the vouchers during
the 5 years, permitted to use vouchers
after 5 years.

Mr. BREAUX. I will answer the Sen-
ator, who has a distinguished career as
Governor back in his State, it says
that a State, based on their determina-
tion of the need, if the child does not
need it under the State determination,
the State does not have to do it, if it is
a 2-year time limit, 3 years or 4. But if
the State, in their determination, sees
a child who has a need that is not being
met, then the State must have a
voucher. If the State finds that child is
being taken care of with other pro-
grams or through a parent, aunt, uncle
or grandfather, there is no need there.
The State makes the determination.

Mr. GREGG. If I may continue this
question, basically what you are say-
ing, then, is the State is required to
use the voucher for a child up to the 5
years.

Mr. BREAUX. That is incorrect.
Mr. GREGG. The State identifies the

need.
Mr. BREAUX. The question the Sen-

ator is posing is an incorrect statement
in the sense it does not require the
State to give a voucher to a child
whose parent has been cut off from wel-
fare for less than 5 years. It would only
require it if the State first makes a de-
termination that the child has a need.
The State makes that determination.

Mr. GREGG. That differs from the
pending legislation. The pending legis-

lation leaves it up to the State to
make that decision during the 5-year
period; is that correct?

Mr. BREAUX. I think the Senator is
correct.

Mr. GREGG. And then you are saying
that after the 5-year period, the States
would be given the flexibility to con-
tinue the voucher, but even if there
was a need at that time, it would be
identified by the State, it would not be
required.

Mr. BREAUX. That is correct.
Mr. GREGG. So, essentially, you are

putting the State in this position—as
the bill is presently structured, you are
taking that language and moving it
into the post-5-year period, and then
for the pre-5-year period, you are re-
quiring that the payments be made for
need—

Mr. BREAUX. As I understand the
Senator’s question—let me try and re-
state it as simply as I possibly can.

Under the Breaux voucher amend-
ment that will be offered, for a family
that is cut off from welfare after being
there for 5 years, it would allow the
State to use their block grant funds to
provide vouchers to a child if the State
determines that there is a need for as-
sistance for that child.

If the State has a shorter period than
5 years—2 years, 3 years, 4 years, what
have you—based on the State’s assess-
ment of the need of that child, the
State decides there is a needy child
here, then the State is required to use
block grant funds to help that child.
They determine how much; they deter-
mine where to spend it. It does not go
to the parent. It does not go to the
child. It goes to a third-party provider.

Mr. GREGG. Which I guess leads to
the point I wanted to ask about, which
is that if you are essentially using the
logic of this bill for the post-5-year pe-
riod, why not use it for the pre-5-year
period also?

Or to state it another way, you said
in your statement that it made no
sense to you that people wanted to give
flexibility to the States; they would
not allow the States that flexibility
after a 5-year period to spend the
voucher. Doesn’t that same logic apply
to the pre-5-year period?

In other words, shouldn’t the State
flexibility remain for the pre-5-year pe-
riod as well as for the post-5-year pe-
riod? Why should the Federal Govern-
ment come in and direct the States to
do it?

Mr. BREAUX. I will respond to the
Senator in this way.

I would like to, but politically I do
not think it is possible to do it, to say
that when you have a block grant fund
going to the State, and the State has
made a determination that there is a
needy child out there, the State be re-
quired to use those funds to take care
of the needs of the child at any point,
5 years, 2 years, or 3 years, either one.
I just do not think that is politically
possible to do.

Mr. GREGG. Well, I appreciate the
Senator’s courtesy of yielding to me

for these questions. If the logic of the
Senator’s position is correct—and I
think there is a lot of attractiveness to
the Senator’s logic in the post-5-year-
period—if this bill, as it is presently
structured, basically takes that logic
and applies it to the pre-5-year period,
would not the Senator’s amendment be
a lot stronger and consistent, if the
Senator would essentially use his lan-
guage for the post-5-year period, but
not change the language for the pre-5-
year period to create a mandate on the
States which is going to put the States
in a position of basically being in-
structed as to how to govern the wel-
fare system in that 5-year period?

Mr. BREAUX. I respond by saying I
offered that in the Senate Finance
Committee. I think it may have lost on
a tie vote. I tried it once. I think I will
try to get something that will pass the
Senate and narrow it down to one. The
bottom line is very simple.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask
for 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BREAUX. I thank Senator EXON
for yielding the time.

What I am trying to accomplish—and
I do not think anybody on the Sen-
ator’s side is being cruel with children
or anything. I think that there is a
great deal of sympathy on both sides. I
say to the Senator, what I am trying to
do is say to the States that are getting
Federal money with their State money,
if the State looks at their population
and the State sees children who are
being put in need because we have cut
off their parent, that we should use
funds to take care of the needs of those
children.

The State determines what the need
is. The State determines how to help
that child. The State determines
whether to help that child or not. They
can make a decision this child does not
need help. But if the State makes a de-
cision that there is a child in need, and
he has been put in need because the
parent has been cut off of welfare as-
sistance, that we should have a re-
quirement that they use Federal and
State funds to take care of that need.

How much they do is left up to the
State. How they do it is left up to the
State. But, by gosh, we have an obliga-
tion here to say that we are not going
to let children go hungry or uncared
for. I think the Senator’s side should
agree with that. I think that many do.

Mr. GREGG. If the Senator would
yield for an additional comment.

Mr. BREAUX. Yes.
Mr. GREGG. I simply state that the

question and the point I make is that
the Senator’s amendment is, on its
face, inconsistent because in the first 5
years it puts mandates on the States,
the second 5 years it gives the States
flexibility. I think the flexibility part
is very refreshing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. Who yields
time?
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Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. How much time re-

mains on the Democratic side and how
much on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska controls 4 minutes
50 seconds. The Senator from New Mex-
ico controls 20 minutes 14 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to say to the
Senators on our side, the chairman of
the Finance Committee, Senator ROTH,
wants to speak for a few moments, and
I want to speak for a couple. Then we
want to yield back our time and have a
vote. Obviously, the Senator has a few
minutes left, Senator EXON.

Before I proceed to ask Senator ROTH
if he would like to speak, may I clarify
for those who are going to vote shortly.

I say to the Senator from Louisiana,
his discussion was about an amend-
ment the Senator proposes to offer; is
that correct?

Mr. BREAUX. I respond to the Sen-
ator by saying that we have been talk-
ing about a little of everything here,
but most of the comments have been
about the Breaux voucher amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Breaux voucher
amendment will not be before us when
we vote here in about 10 or 15 minutes.
The Senator intends to offer it later
on, as I understand it.

Mr. BREAUX. I also answer to the
Senator, for clarification, the work
first also has a voucher plan for chil-
dren in it.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Na-
tion’s current welfare system does not
serve the Nation well. It has failed the
children it is intended to protect and it
has failed the American taxpayer. I am
hopeful that the debate in the Senate
will ultimately result in a constructive
bipartisan effort which will finally end
the current system and achieve mean-
ingful reform.

Meaningful reform will assure that
children are protected, that able-bod-
ied people work and that child support
enforcement laws are effective in get-
ting absent parents to support their
children.

One challenge is to seek genuine re-
form of welfare without abandoning
the goal of helping children. The
Daschle work-first bill fundamentally
changes the current welfare system by
replacing unconditional, unlimited aid
with conditional benefits for a limited
time.

Under the work-first bill, in order to
receive assistance, all recipients must
sign a contract. This contract will con-
tain an individual plan designed to
move the parent promptly into the
work force. Those who refuse to sign a
contract won’t get assistance and
tough sanctions apply to those not
complying with the contract they sign.

The underlying legislation requires
people to work within no more than 2
years. Why wait that long? Why wait 2
years? Unless someone is in school or
job training, why wait longer than 3
months to require that a person who is

able bodied either have a private job or
be performing community service.

I have long believed that work re-
quirements should be applied prompt-
ly. The Daschle amendment contains
language which I will offer as an
amendment to the underlying bill, if
the Daschle substitute fails which re-
quires that recipients be in training or
in school or working in a private sector
job within 3 months, or if one cannot
be found, in community service em-
ployment. Within 3 months, not 2
years. The requirement would be
phased in to allow States the chance to
adjust administratively and would
allow for a State to opt out.

Last year, the Senate-passed welfare
reform bill contained this provision,
added as an amendment which I offered
with Senator Dole.

Experience has shown we must be
more aggressive in requiring recipients
to work. But, as we require recipients
to work, we must remember another
important part of the challenge facing
us: that fully two-thirds of welfare re-
cipients nationwide are children. Al-
most 10 million American children—
nearly 400,000 in Michigan alone—re-
ceive benefits. We must not punish the
kids.

I am hopeful that the 104th Congress
is on the road to finding a way to get
people off welfare and into jobs, in the
private sector, if possible, but in com-
munity service, if necessary; make sure
that absent parents take the respon-
sibility for the support of their chil-
dren; and do these things without pe-
nalizing children—that way, I believe,
is the work first plan offered by Sen-
ator DASCHLE.

I congratulate Senator DASCHLE,
Senator MIKULSKI, Senator BREAUX,
and the many others of my colleagues
who have worked on the Daschle work
first bill.

The work first bill is tough on get-
ting people into jobs, but it provides
the necessary incentives and resources
to the States not only to require people
to work, but to help people find jobs,
and keep them.

Mr. President, I have focused on get-
ting to people to work. However, there
are other elements of positive welfare
reform that I support. The number of
children born to unwed teenage parents
has continued to rise at unacceptable
rates. We all recognize the need to do
something about this and to remove
any incentives created by the welfare
system for teenagers to have children.
I support teen pregnancy prevention
programs with considerable flexibility
for the States in implementation.

We know, however, that the problem
of teen pregnancy and unwed teenage
parents will not be completely or eas-
ily eliminated. I strongly support pro-
visions which require teen parents to
continue their education or job train-
ing and to live either at home, with an
adult family member, or in an adult-
supervised group home in order to
qualify for benefits.

Another key element of any success-
ful welfare reform plan will be assuring

that parents take responsibility for
their children. We must toughen and
improve interstate enforcement of
child support. I support provisions to
require cooperation in establishing the
paternity of a child as a condition of
eligibility for benefits, and a range of
measures such as driver’s license and
passport restrictions, use of Federal in-
come tax refunds, and an enhanced
data base capability for locating par-
ents who do not meet their child sup-
port obligations.

The Daschle amendment which is be-
fore us addresses these and other prob-
lems. It ends the failed welfare system
and replaces it with a program to move
people into jobs, to guarantee child
care assistance, to assure that parents
take responsibility for the children
they bring into the world, and does so
without penalizing the children.

Mr. President, the bill before us is an
improvement over the bill which the
President vetoed last year, which was
inadequate in many ways, including its
failure to protect children. However,
the bill can still be improved. In my
judgement, the Daschle amendment
does a better job by putting people to
work more quickly and by doing a bet-
ter job of protecting innocent children.
I intend to vote for Senator DASCHLE’s
work first welfare reform plan. I urge
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to lay partisanship loyalties aside and
to join in an effort to finally end the
current system and achieve meaningful
reform.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 5 minutes to
the chairman of the Finance Commit-
tee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized for up
to 5 minutes.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the Amer-
ican people should heed the old adver-
tising slogan ‘‘accept no imitations.’’
The work first amendment is a well-
named imitation of welfare reform. But
real reform must have some very basic
provisions. It must have real and work-
able time limits. It must bring closure
to entitlement programs. It must not
engender dependency and allow
multigenerational abuse of the system.
Real reform must require able-bodied
individuals to work. It must offer flexi-
bility and authority to State govern-
ments to be innovative and effective in
meeting the needs of their people.

While work first has the benefit of
good advertising, it is an imitation.
Work first has no real time limits.
Work first has no real requirements for
people to work. Work first lacks the
specific, concrete requirements needed
for reform. Rather, work first appears
to be more of the same. It does not ex-
tend real authority to the States. It of-
fers waivers. It grandfathers existing
waivers and intends to expedite the
process.

The Governors have had their fill of
waivers. To them, work first is busi-
ness as usual with Washington bureau-
crats dispensing authority one drop,
one waiver at a time. But waivers, Mr.
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President, are not welfare reform. And
for requiring individuals to work, work
first offers something called parent
empowerment contracts. These sound
great. And I have much interest in that
concept. But we do not know much
about them other than intensive job
search is required. This is all we know,
and that they are designed to move the
parent into the work force as soon as
possible.

For real reform, Mr. President, this
rhetoric is simply too vague. I might
say, that the Governors have real con-
cern about these contracts. They are
concerned that they will be provoca-
tive of much litigation for those who
would seek to impose obligations on
the States because of these contracts.

But in any event, real reform must
be concrete. As I said, it must have
time limits and a bottom line. To cre-
ate incentives in the hearts and minds
of people moving off welfare rolls, they
must know that Washington and their
State governments are serious. Their
behavior must change.

Last year the General Accounting Of-
fice reported that between 1989 and 1994
the Federal and State governments
have spent more than $8 billion
through the job program. The GAO told
Congress that we do not know what
progress has been made in helping poor
families become employed and avoid
long-term dependence.

Real reform must change behavior
and foster policies that encourage men
and women to make correct choices.
Work first attempts to attract support
by offering false choices in regard to
teen parents, child care, and transi-
tional Medicaid benefits. Make no mis-
take about it, the Republican welfare
bill includes all of these items.

Mr. President, I oppose the amend-
ment. It is time for welfare reform. It
is time for the real thing. I yield back
the balance of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, may I in-

quire as to whether or not the yeas and
nays have been requested on the
Daschle work first amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have not been requested.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I think we

are trying to bring this debate to a
close. The Senator from Nebraska has
been yielding time now for 2 or 3 hours.
I wish to address this briefly myself,
not hash over other ground. I under-
stand that the Senator from Connecti-
cut may wish some time. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen-
ator from Nebraska. If it is possible to
speak for up to 5 minutes, I would be
grateful.

Mr. EXON. I will be glad to yield 5
minutes. Then I will take 3 or 4 min-
utes. I believe that will be the end of
the debate on this side. Then maybe we
can get some agreement to proceed to
a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska controls 3 minutes
42 seconds.

Mr. EXON. As soon as the manager of
the bill finishes his statement, I will
yield 5 minutes off of the bill to the
Senator from Connecticut. Then I will
use the last 31⁄2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me just say, the
800-page amendment is subject to a
point of order, which I do not want to
make. However, if we cannot vote in
about 15 minutes—I have a couple of
Senators who will not be here for a lit-
tle while—I will need to make a point
of order on this matter.

Could we agree right now on how
much time we will use, Senator, and
then vote?

Mr. EXON. I have agreed to give 5
minutes to the Senator from Connecti-
cut. I think I have 31⁄2 minutes left on
the bill, for a total of 81⁄2 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will wrap it up with
3 minutes. That makes 11 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
111⁄2 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that in 111⁄2 minutes there be a
vote, and the time be distributed as we
have indicated.

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object, I would like 21⁄2 or 3 minutes, if
I might be part of the queue.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in order to
accommodate everyone, the manager
of the bill will agree to put my state-
ment in the RECORD. I yield whatever
time I had to the Senator from North
Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota would have 31⁄2
minutes.

Is there an objection to the unani-
mous consent request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Connecticut is rec-

ognized for 5 minutes.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

I thank my friend from Nebraska for
yielding.

I rise to support the work first
amendment, which I think is balanced
and valuable in the sense of expressing
the values of the American people’s
statement on the problem of welfare. It
is genuine reform. It targets and puts
the pressure on those who should feel
the pressure. That is the parents who
are on welfare. It does what I think the
American people, in the best expression
of our values, want us to do, and that
is to protect the children and not pun-
ish the children who are the innocent
victims of the current status quo.

As I look at the various proposals be-
fore the Senate, the underlying bill,
the amendment we have put together,
it seems to me there is so much in
common that we ought to be able in

the interest of those on welfare and the
interest to the Federal Treasury and
the interest of creating a welfare pro-
gram in this country that truly ex-
presses the values of the American peo-
ple, to get together and make this hap-
pen. I still think there is time to send
the President a good bill that he will
feel in the fullness of his conscience
that he can sign.

Mr. President, if we talk about wel-
fare reform, I think we have to focus at
its heart on the question of babies born
out of wedlock. Particularly, of teen-
age pregnancy. Because so many of
those on welfare—and the numbers are
in the RECORD—are children and moth-
ers of children who were born when the
mothers were teenagers and unwed—an
extraordinarily damaging epidemic
that has swept this country, damaging
to the young women whose future is
hobbled and severely limited by the
fact they have given birth to babies as
teenagers, unmarried, and bringing
into the world these children who are
subjected to some of the worst imag-
inable conditions, with very little
hope, born to a 12, 13, 14, 15, 16-year-old
girl without a man in the house and
living in poverty—what chance does
that child have, on the average to
make something of his or her life?

All the proposals here, including the
work first proposal, contain a basic
principle, which is that unmarried,
minor moms are required to live at
home or under adult supervision, and
must stay in school or training in
order to continue to receive welfare
benefits. A great idea which I fully sup-
port.

Mr. President, I intend to offer two
amendments which I think strengthen
this battle against teen pregnancy. I
saw a study last week that said that we
spend $29 billion every year because of
babies born to unwed mothers, a star-
tling number. Think what we could do
if we could prevent this from happen-
ing.

I have two amendments. The first
one would require States to dedicate 3
percent of their share of title 20 social
service block grants, which is an
amount equal to $71.4 million, to pro-
grams and services that stress to mi-
nors the difficulties of becoming a
teenage parent. Hopefully, these pro-
grams will infuse our children with a
clear understanding of the con-
sequences, let alone the immorality of
bearing a child as a teenager who is un-
married.

The second amendment gets at a
problem we have recently uncovered in
our country, which is that a startling
number of the babies born to teenage
mothers are fathered by older men.
This used to be something when I was
growing up that we called statutory
rape. It sort of went out of fashion to
think of that in the age of widespread
consensual sex, and none of the norms
that used to exist. Very often in these
cases it is not consensual. It is an older
man forcing himself on a younger
woman with drastic consequences for
that woman and the baby.
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My second amendment would appro-

priate $6 million, a small sum, to the
Attorney General to direct a national
program of training State and local
prosecutors to revive and enforce stat-
utory rape laws. It will also—and I
think this may be the most significant
part, as part of the certification proce-
dure that is in the underlying bill, in
which the Governor of a State has to
certify that programs in his or her
State to qualify for aid under the pro-
gram—it requires the State to certify
that there is within the State a pro-
gram to reduce the incidence of statu-
tory rape of minors by expanding
criminal law enforcement, public edu-
cation, and counseling services, as well
as restructuring teen pregnancy pre-
vention programs to include the edu-
cation of men.

Mr. President, I hope one or both of
these might be accepted as the day
goes on, by the majority, because they
are not presented in a spirit of par-
tisanship. Obviously, this is a problem
that is not partisan and is very human.

I thank the Chair. I thank my friend
from Nebraska. I yield the floor.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I rise to
support the Democratic work first sub-
stitute amendment to the budget rec-
onciliation bill. As I observed in my
opening statement, there is ample
room for improvement in the Repub-
lican welfare reform bill. But there is
also a great deal of common ground
upon which we can build.

There is agreement that the current
welfare system serves neither the re-
cipients, nor the taxpayers. The cycle
of dependency deepens with each new
generation and is most discouraging.
We agree that all able-bodied recipi-
ents should earn their daily bread. And
we concur that assistance should be
conditional.

I want to commend by colleagues on
the other side for moving off of some
strongly held beliefs and seeking the
center. I believe that this new version
of the Democratic work first welfare
reform bill also reflects this same spir-
it of compromise and bipartisanship.

I argue, however, that the amend-
ment before us today is preferable to
the Republican plan. The sponsors of
the amendment have spoken with great
clarity and vigor about the differences
between the two plans. Both give the
States greater flexibility to administer
welfare. But the Democratic work first
plan does not accomplish it at the ex-
pense of innocent children who find
themselves in the middle of this legis-
lative crossfire.

I would hope that Senators on both
sides would hold the line on protecting
the safety net for children. The Demo-
cratic work first plan does that in
three critical areas.

First, it provides for vouchers or
noncash aid to children whose parents
have exceeded a State’s time limit on
the welfare rolls. Depriving a child of
life’s necessities not only saps their
strength; it weakens our spirit as a Na-
tion as well.

Second, the Democratic plan pro-
vides for flexibility during times of re-
cession. Who is hurt most in these
times? The poor. Let’s not make a bad
situation worse.

And third, the Democratic plan does
not provide for an optional block grant
of food stamps. We should not be en-
couraging the States to lower aid even
further.

There is great merit in both bills, but
the necessary safeguards I have just
outlined make this amendment the su-
perior piece of legislation. I urge my
colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). There is 3 minutes, 20 sec-
onds.

Mr. EXON. I yield 3 minutes and 20
seconds to the Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want
to thank the able floor leader on the
Democratic side on this legislation,
Senator EXON, for giving me this time.

Mr. President, as a member of the Fi-
nance Committee I have been deeply
involved in the formulation of this leg-
islation, including the work first alter-
native that has been presented by
Leader DASCHLE.

Mr. President, Senator LIEBERMAN
has made the point well with respect to
teen pregnancy. One of the epidemics
we are facing in this country is an epi-
demic of teen pregnancy, children hav-
ing children. One has to ask what
chance does a child have who is born
into a circumstance when the mother
is 14 years old or 15 years old? We know
the chances are limited. We know the
results—dramatically increased chance
of living in poverty, dramatically in-
creased chance of living a life that is
blighted by crime.

Mr. President, we also know what
can help prevent that circumstance.
We know that requiring the child to
live at home and to stay in school is
critically important. I remember very
well the testimony before the Finance
Committee by Sister Mary Rose, who
works with Catholic Charities in Cov-
enant House. She has dealt with lit-
erally thousands of young women in
this circumstance. How do you prevent
that young woman from having an-
other child? She has found that if you
can bring that young woman into a cir-
cumstance where there is warmth,
love, discipline, and structure, almost
without exception, those young women
do not have another child.

Now, this legislation, work first, has
$150 million for second-chance homes
for those young women who cannot be
at home, who face abusive situations at
home. Some people can go home and
that is appropriate and right, and that
is what should happen. But in other
circumstances, these girls who have
had children really have no place to go.
They have been in an abusive setting
at home. The last thing to do is to send
them back there. Yet, if we can struc-
ture a circumstance or an environment

in which there is discipline, structure,
and warmth, and there is a vision of a
better future, these young people can
have a chance. Sister Mary Rose told
us very clearly that if we can structure
a circumstance in which those ele-
ments were present, we could avoid the
tragedy of increased teen pregnancy.

I hope my colleagues will support the
bill before us.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I just
want to make one observation. The dis-
tinguished minority leader said, in ex-
plaining this bill, that with reference
to the work requirements, he thought
it was the equivalent of the Republican
bill in that, in 2002, 50 percent of the
participants would have to be working.
Actually, we have had that analyzed
and looked at, and because the bill uses
different rules for establishing this per-
centage, we believe that it is more like
60 percent of what the Republican bill
does. So it is in the neighborhood of 25
to 30 percent instead of 50. I believe
that is a truism. Just a reading of what
goes into the formula would indicate
that it is clearly a different formula.
Much more is included in their starting
point than in ours. So if for no other
reason, the amendment before us does
not push the States to the same degree
in turning this program into a
workfare instead of a welfare program.

Whatever time I have remaining, I
yield that back. I think we are ready to
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-

ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 201 Leg.]

YEAS—46

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold
Feinstein

Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—53

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen

Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Faircloth
Frahm
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams

Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl
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Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles

Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe

Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—1

Bradley

So the amendment (No. 4897) was re-
jected.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I want to
take this opportunity to speak today
on the important yet controversial
topic of welfare reform. As this Con-
gress works through the rigors and
challenges of welfare reform, I am re-
minded of my upbringing in Idaho,
where I learned that charity begins in
the home.

Having grown up in a rural western
State, I can remember the days when
the county clerks were the ones who
handed out public assistance. Today
that task has been assumed by the Fed-
eral Government and operated thou-
sands of miles away from the recipient.
Obviously, the war on poverty was
launched with good intentions, but it
has become a miserable failure. Unfor-
tunately, the plight of the poor today
is worse than it was before we began
our massive assistance programs.

Since 1965, when our current welfare
system was started, the American tax-
payers have spent trillions of dollars—
yes, trillions. The current budget is in
the hundreds of billions and its growth
continues to spiral upward. Incredibly,
with this extraordinary growth in
spending, the number of children living
in poverty has also risen. We need real
reform in the welfare system. Throw-
ing unlimited money at this problem
has proven not to be the answer.

Welfare spending was intended to
provide a safety net for children, like-
wise to provide a hand up and out of
poverty for those in need. What it has
become is a way of life and not short
term assistance.

With dramatic reforms and an em-
phasis on getting people into real per-
manent work situations, we can pro-
vide these children and their parents
with a future. All one has to do is to
look at the successes States are achiev-
ing that are already out there operat-
ing under waivers to the current pol-
icy. I would argue that these same
States have done a much better job at
designing programs to meet the needs
of their people than has the Federal
Government. It is just plain common
sense that the State can identify prob-
lems quicker and develop solutions
faster, as they can see the problems as
they really are.

One of the ways these States are
achieving successes is through block
grants. Governors have supported this.
Our Governor in Idaho supports this.
We can provide block grants to the

States and give them the flexibility to
use funds in a variety of ways, includ-
ing to supplement wages for those re-
cipients who are working.

In closing, I support welfare reform.
Everyone here supports welfare reform.
We must find ways to overcome bipar-
tisan differences in our efforts toward
our single common goal—providing a
helping hand up and out of poverty
while preserving the dignity of those in
need.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we are going to yield to Senator
SPECTER for a resolution.
f

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE REGARDING THE TRAG-
IC CRASH OF TWA FLIGHT 800

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have
consulted with the distinguished ma-
jority leader as to sequencing on a res-
olution relating to last night’s crash of
TWA flight 800, and this is a resolution
which has, as I understand it, been
cleared on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could we have order,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order.

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, this resolution relates

to the disaster last night involving
TWA flight 800 where 229 passengers
were killed. As I have said, my distin-
guished colleague from Pennsylvania,
Senator SANTORUM, and I have taken
the lead on this because at least from
preliminary indications, our State,
Pennsylvania, has been hit the hardest.
We are not yet sure about the pas-
senger list, but from all indications the
passenger list contained some 16 mem-
bers of the Montoursville High School
French Club and 5 chaperones.

I talked earlier today with Super-
intendent David Black and Principal
Dan Chandler to get an idea of the im-
pact on the community. They have
commented that this group of students
was a most extraordinary group, as
shown by the fact that it was a spe-
cially planned trip to Paris, and these
young men and women were among the
best and the brightest.

Along with these 16 high school stu-
dents were 5 chaperones, and I under-
stand a recent report shows that two
other Pennsylvanians were on board.
Of course, passengers included people
from all over the United States and
doubtless beyond the United States.

So I offer this resolution expressing
the sense of the Senate regarding the
tragic crash of TWA flight 800:

Whereas, on July 17, 1996, Trans World Air-
lines Flight 800 tragically crashed en route
from New York to Paris, France, creating a
tremendous and tragic loss of life estimated
at 229 men, women, and children;

Whereas, according to Daniel L. Chandler,
principal of Montoursville, Pennsylvania
High School, among those traveling on board
this airplane were 16 members of the
Montoursville High School French Club, who
were among the very best students of the
French language at their school, and five
adult chaperones, who generously devoted

their time to making possible this planned
three-week French Club trip to Paris and the
French provinces;

Whereas the actual cause of the airplane
crash is as of yet unknown;

Whereas the federal government is inves-
tigating the cause of this tragedy; Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate of the United
States—

(1) expresses its condolences to the fami-
lies, friends, and loved ones of those whose
lives were taken away by this tragic occur-
rence; and

(2) expresses its sincere hope that the
cause of this tragedy will be determined
through a thorough investigation as soon as
possible.

That is the text of the resolution. Be-
yond that, as has been reported pub-
licly, it is unknown what the cause
was. We have requested a briefing for
Senators through the Intelligence
Committee or Terrorist Subcommittee
of Judiciary. We are awaiting final
word on that.

Mr. President, I submit this resolu-
tion for consideration by the Senate
and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 280) expressing the

sense of the Senate regarding the tragic
crash of TWA flight 800.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, last night TWA flight 800, on
route from New York to Paris and then
Rome, crashed into the Atlantic Ocean
approximately 10 miles off the coast of
Long Island. It does not appear that
there were any survivors among the 228
passengers and crewmembers who were
aboard.

My heart goes out to the family and
friends of the victims of this tragedy.
It is always hard to lose a loved one. It
is particularly hard to lose a loved one
in an unexpected, violent event such as
last night’s tragedy.

We do not yet know the cause of this
terrible crash. We do not know whether
it was accidental or intentional.

I do not believe that we should make
assumptions at this time as to what
happened last night. This is the time to
collect the remains of the dead, to
mourn their passing, and to begin to
investigate the cause of this tragedy.

Rest assured, however, that this is an
event that must be fully investigated.
If last night’s tragedy was intentional,
we will find out who was responsible. If
it was the result of a mechanical or
electrical failure, we will find out the
cause.

Every year, Americans take off and
land 547 million times; 22 thousand
flights take off every day in this coun-
try.

I am committed to achieving the
highest possible level of safety for our
Nation’s airways. Yesterday’s events
point out that we need to redouble our
efforts to ensure the safety of our trav-
elers.
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